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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We carter from the Soy cement Oe Wine Oe 
Mr. H. H. Fowzer introduced “‘ a Bill to improve the procedure for 
making rules of court.” We presume that this is the measure 
foreshadowed in the address of the President of the Incorporated 
Law Society at Leeds. But although the measure has been read a 
first time in the House of Commons, the general nature of its 
visions is still enshrouded in the utmost mystery. 
the Bill has been printed, we may be able to give 
notion of its contents, unless, indeed, the council should buy 
the whole issue. 
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will be shewn by considering the course of proceedings in respect 
of a debt contracted during the continuance of the first marriage. 
By section 1 (4) this can be enforced against the separate property 
then existing, and also against — property which the married 
woman may thereafter acquire. But these latter words refer only 
to additional separate property which the married woman acquires 
during the coverture, and not to property which comes to her after 
its termination. So it was held in Beckett v. Tasker (36 W. R. 
158, 19 Q. B. D. 7), and, though the result was probably far 
enough from the intention of the framers of the Act, yet the 
decision does not ap to have been questioned. So long there- 
fore as the widow iene to remain a widow, she may acquire 
without being under any liability to satisfy this particular 

itor out of it. But let her be married again, forthwith such 

i becomes separate property, and liability for the 


_ additional property 
debt is expressly attached to it by section 13. Section 19 follows, 


and says that no settlement introducing a restraint on anticipation 
shall avert this result. If this reasoning is correct—and it seems 
to be a not unfair deduction from the cases—it is obvious that 
judicial interpretation is fast reducing the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act to an absurdity. 





Tue Easter Srrrixes, which terminated yesterday (Friday), and 
consisted of thirty-four working days, have not proved fortunate 
for suitors in the Chancery Division whose actions are set down for 
trial with witnesses. In consequence of the absence of Mr. Justice 
Kay, the other judges of that division have attempted to dispose of 
some of the business pending before that judge, but have not been 
able to get beyond a few adjourned summonses. In addition to 
the absence of one judge during the whole of the sittings, the lists 
have contained so much interlocutory business that the trial of 
witness actions has, comparatively speaking, been at a standstill. 
lists at the commencement of the sittings contained an 

of 408 witness actions before the five judges of the 

Division, and only 16 of these have been disposed of, 
leaving 392 to go into the lists for the Trinity Sittings, in addition 
to s considerable number which have since been set down in 
the cause books. Two of the judges never on any day had 
witness actions in their daily lists, and the remaining two judges 
them heard the sixteen witness actions already referred to. 
not for a moment be supposed that the judges are in any 
blame for this unfortunate condition of things, but there is 
of elasticity in a system which breaks down by reason of 
being no provision for filling up the place of one judge in- 
i illness. The prospect for the approaching sittings 
is by no means cheerful for those suitors who are anxiously await- 
ing the trial of their actions, as it is obvious that the arrears of the 
sittings just concluded will not be overtaken in any reasonable 
time by the existing staff of judges. 
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_ Ix ovnz wrression of last week, the power of county court 
judges to grant new trials was discussed (ante p. 470, 471) and 
attention was incidentally called to the recent case of Dinger v. 
Mathews (88 L. T. 139), in which it was held that an interlocutory 
order of a county court, made in the course of a county court 
action, can be reviewed on appeal. It is now proposed briefly to 
whether the decision given in that case is warran 
the ‘language of section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
which now governs the right of appeal to the High Court in 
county court'cases. That enactment gives a right of appeal “in 
any action or matter,” and, therefore, according to the case cited, 
in proceedings, as they may rightly be described as 
“matters.” Lut it seems to have been forgotten by the court 
Coreniver, C.J., and Maruew, J.) that the interpretation clause of 
t reaped bee a (s. 186), excludes any such construction 

defining “ ’ to mean “ey ing in the court 
which may be commenced as wawkdl ¢ PB waves By by plaint,” 
and “ prescribed” to mean ‘‘ preseribed by the County Court Rules 
for the time being.” It is therefore submitted that the only 
“matters,” pending in a county court, which ean be made the 


subject of are such as the County Court Rules require to 
<5 cael dlieroiee than int ; 


plaint—e.g., proceedings men- 
ion necessarily excludes the 





course of a county court action, as such matters are merely 
incidental to the action itself, of which they form part, and are 
not “ proceedings which may be commenced as prescribed otherwise 
than by plaint.” It is true that, before the County Courts Act, 
1888, it was held that an appeal lay from an order in an inter- 
locutory proceeding on the equity side of the county court, because 
section 18 of the County Courts Act, 1865, gave a right of appeal 
in any equitable “‘ suit or matter” (Jonas v. Long, 36 W. R. 315, 
20 Q. B. D. 564). This decision, however, is really no guide to 
the construction of section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, as 
the County Courts Act, 1865, does not contain avy interpretation 
of the term ‘‘ matter,” such as is to be found in the existing Act, 
and which has already been set out. It is, we think, to be 
regretted that the construction we are now contending for, will, if 
ever adopted by the High Court, render interlocutory orders made 
in equitable actions commenced by plaint also incapable of being 
reviewed on appeal, since such orders are often of a far more 
important character than those made in the course of an ordinary 
common law action. But, undesirable though this result may be, 
we fear it must be faced, unless violence be done to the plain 
language of the County Courts Act, 1888, from which alone the 
intention of the Legislature can legally be inferred. 





Tue vectston of Mr. Justice Norra in Re The National Perma- 
nent Mutual Benefit Building Society (reported elsewhere)—that 
India 34 per Cent. Stock, the interest on which is, by 36 Vict. c. 
82, “‘ charged on and payable out of the revenues of India,” is 
not a stock ‘‘ payment of the interest on which is guaranteed by 
authority of Parliament” within section 25 of the Building 
Societies Act, 1874—appears to be open to some doubt, if, indeed, 
we are to attach any importance to the words “authority of,” 
which constitute a variation from the old-established formula ‘‘ any 
securities the interest of which is or shall be guaranteed by Par- 
liament” (30 & 31 Vict. c. 132). The interest is plainly not 
“guaranteed by Parliament”; but is it not guaranteed “by 
authority of Parliament”? It is true that section 11 of 36 Vict. 
c. 32 does not make the principal and interest of the stock a 
primary charge on the revenues of India, but directs that they 
shall be charged on and payable out of the revenues of India “in 
like manner as other liabilities incurred on account of the govern- 
ment of the said territories.” But do the words “‘ guaranteed by 
authority of Parliament’ mean “‘ preferentially guaranteed” ? We 
must admit, however, that the words ‘‘ guaranteed by authority of 
Parliament” fit extremely well the language of the Acts pages | 
Parliament authorized the Treasury to guarantee interest on s 
loans to the Governments of Canada, Jamaica, and New Zealand, 
contingently on Acts being by the colonial Legislatures ; 
but if the words in the Building Societies Act are to be restricted 
to those stocks, and the very limited amount of additional stocks 
the interest on which is guaranteed by Parliament (see Vaizey on 
Investment of Trust Money, p. 148), the power of investment 
conferred by them will be practically nugatory ; Mr. Vamey quaintly 
places these securities under the head, “Investments authorized 
by law of which a supply is not at present available.” It is signi- 
ficant of the way in which Acts of Parliament are drafted that the 
Trust Investment Act, 1889, solemnly reproduces from 30 & 31 
Viet, c. 132, the words ‘‘ any securities the interest of which is or 


by | shall be guaranteed by Parliament,” whereas, if the framer of the 


Act bad made inquiry, he would have discovered the extremely 
limited range of investments available, and might also have dis- 
covered that most of the securities which are available are unsuit- 
able as trust investments, being in the form of bonds to bearer (see 
Exx1s’s Trustee’s Guide to Investments, 3rd ed., p. 21). 


A cuniovs instance of the dangers which lurk in consolidating 
statutes was afforded by the case of Mitchell v. Simpson, decided 
this week by the Court of Appes]. A contention was there raised 
that a person sgainst whom an order has been made for commit- 
ment to pri under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, is 
entitled to be first taken to a hotel for twenty-four hours. Such a 

ivilege is, indeed, expressly conferred by section 14 (1) of the 

heriffs Act, 1887, fn favour of all persons who are arrested ‘‘ by 
virtue of any action, writ, or attachment for debt,” and at first 
sight these words seem to apply to the case in question. Their 
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effect was evaded in the inferior courts by holding that the attach- 
ment was not for debt, but for contempt of court; but this is 
quibbling. The Court of Appeal has taken a safer course in 
looking at the history of the thing, though possibly their decision 
also is open to criticism. It is quite clear that the above section of 
the Sheriffs Act is, in the main, a reproduction of a provision of 
32 Geo. 2, c. 28, which was introduced in relief of persons 
arrested on mesne process. At that time the majority of actions 
were commenced, in theory at least, by original writ, appearance 
to which might be enforced by arrest under a capias ad respon- 
dendum. In practice, however, the arrest was frequently the firat 
step in the proceedings, and to avoid abuse of this the sheriff was, 
by section 1 of the last-named Act, forbidden to take the defend- 
ant to prison within twenty-four hours, unless he refused to be 
taken for that: period to some convenient house of his own choosing 
other than his own dwelling-house. According to the terms of the 
section, it applies to persons arrested or in custody ‘‘ hy virtue or 
colour of any action, writ, process, or attachment,’’ and by Zvans v. 
Atkins (4 T. R. 555) it was settled that these refer only to arrest on 
mesne process, and not to arrest in execution. As Lord Kenyon 
said, the object of the allowance of twenty-four hours was that 
the defendant might have a chance of procuring bail or of agreeing 
with the person at whose suit he had been arrested. It is natural, 
then, to suppose that the similar enactment of 1887 would be equally 
restricted, and eo the Court of Appeal have in fact held. There is, of 
course, the obvious difficulty that in the meantime arrest on mesne 
process had by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 and section 6 of the Debtors Act, 
1869, been abolished, but this was notinsuperable. It the subject- 
matter of section 14 of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, had gone, it would 
hardly be necessary to invent a sphere of operation for its words 
because they happened, per incuriam, to have been left on the 
statute book. But a graver objection, and one which does not 
seem to have been met, lies in the pretty obvious indication that 
the draftsman did really intend to adapt the section to modern re- 
quirements. Overlooking the fact that section 1 of 32 Geo. 2, c. 
28 was confined to mesne process, he appears to have thought that 
this effect was peculiar to the word process therein contained, and 
this accordingly does not appear in section 14 of the Sheriffs Act, 
1887. On the other hand the word attachment seemed too in- 
definite, and is accordingly altered to attachment for debt. But, 
whatever may have been the design in making these changes, the 
Court of Appeal refused to give any effect to them, and decided 
that the twenty-four hours’ grace is still only to be allowed in 
cases of mesne process, if any such still exist. The case is useful 
as shewing how reluctant the court will be to allow changes in the 
law to be introduced by a statute which professes merely to con- 
solidate. 





Last week Mr. Justice Noni decided, in Re Palmer (ante, 
p. 474), two questions of considerable og ok to the pro- 
fession, with regard to agreements under the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881, between a solicitor and his client for the 
remuneration of the former. The first question was, whether an 
agreement between a mortgagor and his solicitor for the payment 
of a fixed amount to the solicitor as the costs of a proposed 
mortgage (including the costs of both mortgagor and mortgagee) 
is within the provisions of the Act. Section 8 of the Act pro- 
vides (1) that with respect to any business to which the foregoing 
provisions of the Act relate (and this, by section 2, includes 
“business connected with mortgages”) ‘‘it shall be competent 
for a solicitor to make an agreement with his client, and for a 
client to make an agreement with his solicitor, before or after or 
in the course of the transaction of any such business, for the 
remuneration of the solicitor, to such amount and in such manner 
as the solicitor and the client think fit, either by a gross sum, or 
by commission, or ntage, or by , or otherwise; and it 
shall be competent for the solicitor to accept from the client, and 
for the client to give to the solicitor, remuneration accordingly.” 
The agreement is to be in writing, signed by the person to be 
bound thereby, or by his agent. Section 1 defines the word 
“client” as including ‘any person who, as a principal, or on 
behalf of another, or as trustee or executor, or in any other 


capacity, has power, express or implied, to retain or employ, and | M.P 


retains or employs, or is about to retain or employ, a solicitor, and 
any person for the time being liable to pay 
services, any costs, remuneration, charges, expenses, or disburee- 


a solicitor, for his and all 


ments.” In the present case an intending mortgagor wrote to his 
solicitor as follows :—‘‘ I here 


at 
£20, exclusive of money out of pocket) incurred and to be 
incurred in and about doing what is necessary in your ere 
for the purpose of g out these instructions.” It was 
admitted that the £20 was intended to include the costs of both 
mortgagor and mortgagee. The solicitor succeeded in obtaining an 
advance of £300 on the security of the interest under the will. 
ee ee for = , and he retained the £20 
out of the mortgage-money. e mortgagor ghee took out a 
summons for the delivery and taxation of solicitor’s bill of 
costs in relation to the mortgage. The solicitor relied on the letter 
as an agreement within the Act. On behalf of the mortgagor it 
was contended that, as regards the mortgagee’s costs, he was not a 
‘‘client ’ within the meaning of the Act; that he was not liable 
to pay the mortgagee’e solicitor, but was only liable 
the mortgagee the costs which he might have 
tor. And it was urged that the Act of 1881 
similar to that of section 38 of the Solicitors 
ressly provides oF phen K a bill Seecguanhe 
iable to it, though he is not the “‘ party 
Mr. Faetiee Noses held that the letter constituted 
within the Act. He considered that the letter 
tainer of the solicitor to act in the matter of the 
agreement to pay him the specified amount for the costs 
mortgagor and mortgagee. Of course, the 
authority to retain a solicitor for the mortgagee, 
gagee had chosen to employ another solicitor the whole 
would have broken down. But an a be willing given, 
supposition that the mortgagee would be willi 
same solicitor as the mortgagor, to incur costs for the 
and an undertaking to pay in the mode mentioned, and his 
thought the agreement was within the Act. 
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like manner and on the like grounds as 
lating to the remuneration of a solicitor; and if, under 
order for taxation of costs, such agreement being relied u 
the solicitor shall be objected bagh Siang client as unfair 
reasonable, the taxing master or i 
into the facts, and certify the same to the court; and if, upon 
certificate, it shall appear to the court or 

been shewn either for cancelling the agreement, or for reduci 
amount payable under the same, the court or judge shall 
power to order such cancellation or reduction.” 
on behalf of the that, under 
power to make an order for taxation, notwithstanding 
ment. Mr. Justice Norra held that, though, under an 
taxation, if the agreement was relied on by the solicitor 
jected to by the client, the taxing master inquire 
sity and She Suet Sone, AA ee Senna ae 0 
e agreement or reduce the amount payable 
jurisdiction, in a case in which iin 
the agreement, to make an order for taxation 
enabling the client to im the agreement. 
be sati to the ion, both as giving 
tion to the statutory power of entering into agreements 
remuneration of a solicitor, and as u ing the 
of such agreements when they have been once made. 
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PROBATE OF THE WILLS OF MARRIED WOMEN. 


Aw esteemed mdent called our attention some months ago 
(33 Soxicrrors’ Jovznat, 792) to the curious difficulty raised b 
Kay, J., in Smart v. Tranter (37 W. R. 213, 40 Ch. D. 165) with 
regard to the effect of the Probate Rules of March, 1887, as to 
the estate of married women; and as the question is one 
of considerable —— importance it may be interesting to 
notice the view which has been adopted by the Court of Appeal 
D. 587). Previously to the new rules, the grant of pro- 
the will of a married woman was limited to such property 
as she had power to dispose of, and had disposed of, by will. The 
question as to what property was actually included in these words 
‘was, of course, one of construction, and the ecclesiastical courts 
were careful not to meddle with it: Ledgard vy. Garland (1 Curt. 
In this respect, however, the powers of their successor, the 
Probate Court, were altered by section 24 (7) of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, which requires each court to determine, so far as pos- 
sible, all matters in controversy between the parties, so that 
of legal proceedings may be avoided. Hence it was 
decided in Re Tharp (3 P. D. 76) that, though the Probate 
Division had still power merely to grant probate in the old form, 
yet it was in general the duty of the court, when all the parties 
were before it, to determine of what the separate property con- 
st and whether a valid disposition of it had been made. But 
Sees J the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, led to 
changes, and hence the difficulty. That Act did two things. 
It greatly increased ee ees married 
separate property, and it generally (section 
1 (1)) that she should be capable of disposing val’ et any 
or personal property as her separate property as if she were a 
Hence it was contended in Re Price (35 W. R. 596, 
137) that the old limitation on the grant of probate had 
with concurrence of 
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who had been married to the plaintiff before the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, was entitled at the time of her 
death to two choses in action of £100 and £50. She made 
a will appointing executors and leaving all her real and personal 
property upon trusts, none of which were in favour of a husband. 
Probate of the will was granted, as prescribed by the rules, with- 
out any limitation, and the husband brought the above action 
against the executors to enforce his claim to the two sums in ques- 
tion. There really seems to be very little difficulty in the matter, 
and the obvious course, and the one which has now been adopted by 
the Court of Appeal, was to declare that the executors were trus- 
tees for the husband. But Kay, J., appears to have been misled 
by the argument that the husband could not claim against the 
executors without claiming under the will, and thereby submitting 
to be bound by it, while, as to any independent title in himself, this 
could only be asserted by him as administrator. Accordingly he 
held that no relief was to be obtained in the Chancery Division, 
but that application must be made to the Probate Division for a 
revocation of the probate and a grant of letters of administration to 
the husband. What the Probate Division would have said to this 
will never be known. By the time the controversy had been ended, 
it may be surmised there would not have been much left of the 
£150, But the decision of Kay, J., overlooked two fundamental 
points. In the first place, the manner in which the probate 
rules have prescribed that probate of the wills of married 
women shall be granted does not admit in the Probate Divi- 
sion of any question either as to what is separate estate or as 
to the power to dispose of it. If there is a will, a general 
grant is forthwith made, and all questions that may arise under it 
will be determined elsewhere. This brings the practice as to the 
construction of such wills back to what it was before Re Tharp 
(supra). And, secondly, as to the husband's title, the authority of 
Re Lambert (supra) should have been sufficient to shew that a 
change of practice can be made without at all affecting his bene- 
ficial interest. "We took occasion, when formerly commenting on 
the matter (33 Soricrrors’ Jovrnat, 790), to point out that an apt 
analogy exists in the cases where a husband who has survived his 
wife has died without taking out administration to her. At law, 
the wife’s administrator has the better title, but he only holds 
the property as trustee for the administrator of the husband: 
Humphrey v. Bullen (1 Atk. 458). Clearly the same rule may be 
applied in favour of the husband himself where, under the present 
practice, he is prevented from taking out administration. It is 
solely the legal title which is affected by the grant, the beneficial 
interest remains unchanged. In acting upon this view the Court 
of Appeal have prevented a great deal of serious inconvenience. 
The result appears to be that in no case is the Probate Division 
concerned to inquire what is separate estate, or if it has been 
validly disposed of. Whether there is separate estate vested in 
the wife’s executors, but otherwise undisposed of (Re Lambert), 
or whether there is non-separate estate vested in the execu- 
tors, of which an attem disposition has been made (Smart 
v. Tranter), in either case the executors hold simply as trustees for 
the husband, and any questions that may arise between them are to 
be disposed of as in other matters of trust. 








MORTGAGEES AS PARTIES IN PATENT ACTIONS. 


On Friday last week the Court of Appeal concurred in the opinion 
of the that Mr. Justice Kexewson’s decision in Van Gelder, 
Apsimon, & Co. ¥. Sowerby Bridge Flour Society (Limited) was 
not law. The case is one a to be cited as « leading authority 
as to in actions generally, and not only in patent cases. 
The p brought one of those actions which take up such a 
large the time of the judges of the a 
Division—an action to restrain, and obtein all in respect of, 


the alleged infringement of « patent. Of this they had taken an 
assignment, but it was subject to sev — mortgages, all 
by way of assignment, By their defendants took the 
point oe ee wore not propristors of the patent, and 
were nt to sue in respect thereof; and this objection was 
ur at 


the trial, and, to the surprise of most le, succeeded, 
, Justice Kexewicn sooms to have thought that the Patents 
Att, 1664, haA very little to do with the matter—and so far we 
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defendants’ objection. Holding that the mortgagors were not 

i proprietors, he seems to have had some difficulty in 
describing them ; but at last he said they were “‘in the position, so 
far as they have any estate at all, of strictly fettered owners,” a 
term which he proceeds to define as “‘ persons who are not able to 
act for themselves,” and ‘‘are not in possession of the estate 
so as to assert any rights of ownership over it.” This pas- 
sage requires explanation, or possibly a little judicial editing. 
Nevertheless, the judge thought they might have some rights, 
including a right to sue for some purposes—possibly for an in- 
junction, but certainly not for demages. As a further reason, he 
relied on the fact that the mortgagees would not be bound, if not 
parties, by a decision that the patent was invalid. The plaintiffs 
were unable to obtain the consent of the mortgegees to be joined 
as co-plaintiffs, and the action was then dismissed, with costs. 

Mortgagees naturally object to be joined as co-plaintiffs, because 
the liability for costs is joint and several ; but the opinion was very 
generally entertained that, though not needed as plaintiffs, they 
were necessary parties—in other words, that, on their refusal to 
sue, they ought to have been joined as defendants. Similar diffi- 
culties occurred, at any rate in Chancery, long before the Judica- 
ture Acts, and even now an equity draftsman, in settling a claim, 
bethinks him of Lord Reprspate’s primary rule: “ All persons 
materially interested in the subject-matter ought generally to be 
parties to the suit, plaintiffs or defendants, however numerous they 
may be, so that the court may be enabled to do complete justice by 
deciding upon and settling the rights of al? persons interested, and 
thut the orders of the court may be safely executed by those who 
are compelled to obey them, and future litigation may be pre- 
vented.” This rule has been well borne in mind since the Judica- 
ture Acts. Where there are joint owner or owners in common—to 
whom Mr. Justice Krxewicn’s newly-coined “ fettered owner” 
would be more appropriately — than to equitable owners of a 
patent—it would be hard if both should suffer because one wished 
not to sue and could not be madeto doso. ‘You may bring a 
man into court, but you can’t make him sue,” says ord. 16, r. 11. 
But, if he will not sue, he may be joined as a defendant; it 
matters nothing on which side of the record you get him so long as 
he is there. 

One of the latest cases is Gandy v. Gandy (33 W. R. 803), 
where trustees of a separation deed refused to sue on a covenant 
by the husband for maintenance of the infant children of the 
marriage. The trustees were made defendants, and it was held 
that the wife was entitled to sue on the covenant, on the ground 
that the object was to give the wife the benefit of certain rights 
which she would not otherwise have bad. Again, where there are 
several mortgagees, and some are unwilling to sue for foreclosure, 
the others may maintain an action, making those who will not sue 
co-defendants with the mortgagor (Zuke v. South Kensington 
Hotel Oo., 27 W. R. 514, 11 Ch. D. 121). ’ 

The Court of Appeal, in Van Gelder’s case, after a somewhat 
lengthy argument on the part of the appellant’s counsel and a 
short one from the other side, came to the conclusion that the 
former were right in their first contention, that the m 
were not necessary as plaintiffs; but, with the zeal eo often dis- 
played in converte, they went on to hold that, at the present stage, 
it was unnecessary to have them before the court at all. In so 
deciding the Court of Appeal have possibly gone too far. Indeed, 
they have treated a mortgagor of a patent 4 an action for infringe- 
ment as being exactly in the same position as the mortgagor of 
any other property in pene to restrain an injury to that 
property at the hands of a third person, and have held, 
the decision in Fairclough v. Marshall (27 W. R. 145, 4 Bx. D. 
87), that where the mortgagee is not in possession, the m , 
without making bim a party at all, can obtain thie relief. But 
there appears to be this distinction, that if a patent action is dis. 
missed on certain grounds, such as want of novelty, all proper 
persons being parties, the subject-matter of the m is gone 
stegethen, waren, the etme by 2 — to restrain mere 

ury to mortgaged property is not © same importance. 

t should be added that the Court of Appoal reserved to the 
defendants liberty to join the mortgagoos as co-defendants at a 
later stage, under ord, 16, r, 11); but the decision that until after 
trial their presence is unnocossary ia a rather bold from 
the old chancery rule which has been recognized in g the 
Present system of ploading. 
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REVIEWS. 


THE DEATH DUTIES. 


A HAnpDBOOK TO THE DEaTH Duties. By Sypney Buxton, M.P., and 
GEoRGE STAPYLTON Barngs, Barrister at-Law. John Murray. 


A TABLE SHEWING AT A GLANCE THE INCIDENCE OF THE ENGLISH 
DeatH Duties (PRoBATE, Lecacy, Succession. ACCOUNT. AND 
THE NEw EstaTE Lvuries). WITH THE STATUTES IMPOSING 
THEM, THE FORMS USED IN THEIR PAYMENT AND UNDER WHAT 
CIRCUMSTANCES EACH OR ANY BECOME PAYABLE. TO WHICH ARE 
ADDED VARIOUS USEFUL Notes. DESIGNED AS A MEANS OF 
Easy AND QUICK REFERENCE TO THESE CoMPLICATED Durres 
FOR ~ A UsE ~ Sa Law ae ae aay = OTHERS. 
By E. RRIS, 0 Legacy and Succession Duty Department, 
Somerset House. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The first of these publications, as a prefatory note informs us, 
has really been written by Mr. Barnes, and the share which Mr. 
Tho object is to deal in a popular way with the subject of the Death 

e object is to ina wa: sabj 
ee eaee Sake cere wets tee 
ive a description of them as present, 
rica tree cd mod 

ps, even in a po 

ing by inherit 
istinction in the mode of devolution of real and personal estate is 
fact which should equally be remembered, whether the reader is 
lawyer or a layman. But in general the author has shewn great 
ability and clearness in the treatment of a very complicated 
and anyone who wishes to obtain a concise view of it will do to 
have recourse to his psges. The difficulties inherent in the 
are, perhaps, still more strikingly e 
Mr. Harris has compiled with much and ingenuity. The 
column sets forth twenty-seven different cases which 
according to the date < 
under which a claim is made, and i 
in respect of each of the five duties i 
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frequent reference to the statutes, letters and figures 
af to oot ee See ee ee eee The 
e of past reformers to effect a simplification in law have so 
analy Suet Seto eee ee a ee Coe 
kind at present, and Mr. Harris's has probably a long career of 
usefulness before it. 





BANKRUPTCY. 


A TREATISE UPON THE Law oF BANKRUPTCY AND Brits oF Satz. 
WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE Bankavcrrer Act, 1883 ; 
GENERAL Rugs AND Forms oF 1886; ScaLE oF 
Fees oF 1886; Russ of 1888 cnpgr Sacrron 122; Baye- 
ruptcy (Country Covrr Appsats) Act, 188; Baxxacrrer 
DiscHarcg <Acr, 1887; Runes anp Forms; Baxxacrter 
(PREFERENTIAL Payments) Act, 1888; Deeps oF ARRANGEMENT 
Act, 1887; Rvuugs anp Forws; Boarp oF TRADE AND Covar 
Orvers; Dssrors Acts, 1869, 1878, anp Runzs, 1889; 
or Sane Acts, 1878, 1882, anp Rugs, 1883. By Epwanp TF. 
Batpwiny, M.A., Barristerat-Law. Sixre Eprrrex, Stevens & 
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Haynes, 
This useful work, now in its sixth edition, i 
call for any extensive notice. In general 
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Hie Court oF Justice, THE Court oF APPEAL, AND THE HovsE 
or LorDs. rted by WitLIAM BERNARD MEGoNE, Barrister- 
at-Law. Vol. I., With Complete Digest and Index. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 


This volume consists of the = pow of company cases which the 
editor has been issuing in detached parts during the last year and a 
half. The first case is dated in April, 1888, and the series is brought 
down to the close of 1889. All the cases of importance within this 
interval appear to have been collected. They include Re Almada and 
Tirito Co., on the issue of shares at a discount; Re Faure Electric 
Accumulator Co., on the payment of brokerage for ing shares ; 
Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalie Co., on the daty of replacing wasting 
capital; Wood v. Odessa Waterworks Co., on the payment of dividends 
by means of debentures ; Re Pound, Son, & Hutchins (Limited), on the 
power of debenture-holders to appoint a receiver; and Derry v. Peek, 
with its corollary, Glasier v. Rolls, on the liability of directors for 
: ts in the prospectus. In some instances Mr. Megone has 
saved space by referring for arguments and the judgments of the 
inferior courts to the pages of the Law , but this does not 
ially detract from the completeness of his own volume. Those 
who wish to have decisions on company law at hand for ready refer- 
ence will find them here in a convenient and reliable form. 


| 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
NOTICE REQUIRING PAYMENT OF MORTGAGE-MONEY. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Siz, —I wish to call attention to the form of notice by a mortgagee 
requiring payment of money contained in Prideaux’s 
Precedents, vol. 1, p. 688. The form appears to me open to serious 
objection, it is in very general use, in consequence, no 
doubt, of its high authority. 

The notice requires the money to be paid at ge gem: eye 
calender months from the date of the notice, and states that, if 
default is made in such payment, the mortgagee will proceed to sell 
the hereditaments. It does not state when the mortgagee will pro- 
ceed to sell, but the inference is that he will do so at the expiration 
of the —— calendar months from the date of the notice. This, 
statutory of sale (like tho = wy Based cd 

power express power y in common 
use) cannot be exercised until d-fault has been made for ——- months 
after the service of the notice, and if the notice requires the money 
to be Dodie he aa but on a subsequent day, surely until 
such arrives the does not arise, is view is correct, 
the mortgagee cannot safely sell until the expiration of a further 
—— months after the date of the time fixed by him for 


statutory power and the old power speak of a notice 
r psyment” of the -money. Prima facie I 
bink that means “requiring immediate payment,” & notice 
Requiring payment at a future date would doubtless take effect when 
the future date arrives. I can find nothing whatever in the sentence 
jestifying the construction that the notice may require payment at 


the expiration of the three or six months as the case may be, and 
yet operste so as to put the mortgagor in default from the date of 
the notice. construction that the notice msy require the payment 


, because in that case the 
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ITALIAN LAW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—It may interest the profession to know that the Court of 
Cassation at Rome has held that an Italian subject cannot be sued 
in the Italian courts in respect of a debt contracted in a ay a 
country unless such debt has been incurred in conformity with the 
law and forms necessary by the Italian law. 

The simple facts of the case are as follows :—An Italian subject, at 
that time residing in London, contracted a debt with an English 
house. The Italian leaves London for Constantinople (his permanent 
home) promising to remit. The debtor, failing to keep his promise, 
is sued in the Consular Court at Constantinople, when he pleads that 
the debt was not incurred according to the law of Italy. The British 
consular judge made an affidavit that the debt was recoverable by the 
English law, and on the part of the plaintiff it was contended that 
the lex loci contractus must govern the case. The Italian judge 
overruled the defendant’s plea. The defendant then appealed to 
the Court of Appeal at Ancona, who heard the appeal in July last, 
and the unanimous decision of five judges was that the lex loci 
contractus did apply, and the defendant’s appeal was dismissed with 
costs, and the case remitted to the judge at Constantinople to find 
the amount due to the plaintiff. Judgment was eventually pronounced 
by the nie at Constantinople in favour of the plaintiff for the 
amount sued for and costs. 

The defendant then appealed to the Court of Cassation at Rome 
against the decision of the Appeal Court at Ancona, and the latter 
appeal has been heard, and the Court of Appeal at Rome has now 
decided that the plaintiff cannot recover, and that the defendant’s 
demurrer is good; the debt not baving been contracted under the 
forms ni to enable an Italian subject to recover in Italian 
courts, the plaintiff cannot succeed, and they von # ge over and 
ignore the law of the land where the debt was inc 

The decision seems to me of immense importance to everyone having 
any dealings with Italian subjects, as the effect of this judgment is 
that, before any business is entertained with an Italian subject, a 

dent man will have to take the opinion of an expert in Italian 

w as to whether any, and if so what, forms should be gone through 
to make the transaction valid in Italy, the judgment stating that 
“* Legal action can only be taken when such contracts are entered 
into in accordance with the enactments and tions laid down in 
the (Italian) law itself.” YDNEY R. PoLLaRp. 

30, Coleman-street, Gresham-street, E.C., May 14. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal, 


BALIAU & SONS v. JOLY, VICTORIA, & CO. (LIM )—~No. 1, 20th May. 


Surerinc—Dsviation—SripuLation 1n Brut or Lapine—Limitine LiaBriry 
ror Damace to Goops—Errscr or Deviation. 


Appeal from Stephen, J., at the trial of the action without a jary. The 
wre a bill of lading £2 ro hero Tagen, in Theseal to 

Mabel, a or om . y, 
oe fem cn pum pots pce was a clausein the bill of lading 


providing that, in case of over £5 each in value, the defend- 
Fees would aot bs Weblo for mes then £5 per package unless the value 
was declared before shipment. The bales were each over £5 in value, and 


ty to £5 per bale. 
there had been « deviation from the voyage con- 
dendiate were not protected by the stipaistion 
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ticular ship, and the defendants could not rely upon it on a different 
voyage and in another ship. There was thus, in a sense, a douvle 
deviation. That was sufficient ground for-their decision, but he inclined 
to take the same view as Lord Esher, M.R., upon the larger question. 
Lorss, L.J., concurred.—Oounsrn, Cock, Q.0., and Colam ; Bucknill, Q.0., 
and Safford. Soxscrrons, J, H. Milton; Safford § Kent. 


MITCHELL v. SIMPSON—No. 1, 19th May. 


ATTACHMENT FoR Dext—Jupement Destor—Deprors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 
Vier. c. 62) s. 5—Serirvs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vier. c. 55) s. 14, sup- 
SECTION 1 (c). 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman and 
Oharles, JJ.) (reported 37 W. R. 798, 23 Q. B. D. 374.). A judgment 
heving bein cbteined eguisist the plaintiff in the Salford Hundred 
an application was made for his committal under the Debtors Act, 1869; 
and on the 7th of February, 1888, el being satisfied that he had the 
peal at ae oP Cpe eaey 'y neglected to do so, made an 
order for his committal to prison for twenty-one days, or until he should 

ay the amount of the debt. Under this order the defendant, the high 
ailift of the court, arrested the plaintiff in London. The plaintiff asked 
to be taken to an hotel for the night, but was refused, and was taken 
to a police-station and then to Manchester, where he was in 

The plaintiff brought the present action for breach of s. 14 (e) o 

Sheriffs Act, 1887, whereby “‘ where an officer . . . arrests any 

by virtue of any action, writ, or attachment, for debt, such officer shall 

not take such person to any prison within twenty-four hours of the time 
of his arrest, unless such person refuses to be carried to some safe and 
convenient Cwelling-house of his own nomination, not being the private 
dwelling-house of such person.” Manisty, J., nonsuited the plain 
and the divisional court refused a new trial on the ground that a commi 
order was not an attachment for debt within the meaning of the section. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covar (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry and Lorss, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 
action was an astounding one. e plaintiff had been ordered to 
imprisoned because, having the means to pay his debts, he had contuma- 
ciously refused to do so. en he was arrested he asked to be taken to 
an hotel, where, of course, he would have to pay for his own food and 
drink. Therefore it was plain that he had money with which to pay. 
Under these circumstances, what juy would give him a farthing, even if 
he was entitled to succeéd in his action? But he had uestion 
of principle which was a formidable one. Accdrding to his contention, 
whenever a man was arrested under a committal order, the sheriff's officer 
was bound to take him for twenty-four hours to an hotel. The incon- 


Lehi 


z 


veniences of such a proceeding was obvious, and, the point were | & 


substantial, the Legislature would have to be set in motion to cure this 
flaw in the Act. e section on which the plaintiff relied was contained 
in a consolidating Act, and was substantially a re-enactment of the 32 
Geo. 2, c. 28. It was true that section spoke of ‘‘ action, writ, process, 
or attachment,"’ while the ection of the Sheriffs Act spoke of 
ment for debt.”” But when the state of things existing at the time the 
earlier Act was passed was remembered—that any debtor could be arrested 
by his creditor on mesne process, and could be taken to a sponging house, 
—and that the Act was passed to remedy the enormities arising from such 
a state of things, it became plain that there was the widest 
difference between an arrest under that process and an arrest under a 
committal order for neglecting to an A ebt when the debtor had the 
means todo so, Therefore the plaintiff's _— failed, and he was rightly 
nonsuited. Fry, L.J., said that the Sheriffs Act, 1887, was a consolidating 
and not an amending Act. Therefore no new enactment would 

be contained in it. The argument for the appellant was that the Act of 
Geo. II. only applied to mesne process—that arrest on mesne process had 
been abolished by the Debtors Act, 1869, and that since this provision had 
been re-enacted, and there was no mesne process to which it could 
it must apply to arrest on a committal order. No doubt in the 
Evans v, Atkins (4 T. R. 555) Lord Kenyon said that it had always 
the opinion in Westminster Hall that the Act of Geo, IT. 
mesne process; but was it so certain that mesne 
altogether abolished? If there were in existence any 
which the section . x apply, there was no need to | 
application for it. In his opinion mesne process was 
was restricted and modified, but it might still exist in 
debts, and there might be other cases. The Crown, 
proceeded by writ of extent, had - the power to use 
which might be used by a subject. erefore, mesne process 
and the Act of 1887 applied to that, and not to such a case as the present. 
The construction } p on the Act of Geo, IT. must be put on this section, 
and it must be held only to apply to persons arrested on —_ Pee 
Lops, L J -. pave judgment to the same effect.—Oounsrt, . QO, 
and J, D. O'Flynn; Ambrose, Q.0,, and 4. J, David. Soxrtrcrrons, Paterson 
¢ Sons ; W. H. Herbert, tor J. H. Simpson, Manchester. 


JAY v. ROBINGON—No, 1, 28rd April and 19th May. 

Maraien Womaw—Dant Oonrractap purine rormen Marnnuor— 
Restraint on Antrciratrion—Manarap Women’s Proranry Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicor, o, 75), as. 13, 19, 

This was an{a ee from the decision of a divisional court (Cave and 

A. L, Smith 7 » Tn 1881 Mr, and Mrs. Robinson were in 

August, 1886, the plaintiff? recovered jetgment equines Mr, ‘a 
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R. T. Simey ; and 
Valpy, Chaplin, ¢ Peckham ; Taylor, Hoare, Taylor, ¢ Bez. 


REYMBEY RAILWAY CO. ». RHYMEEY IRON CO.—No. 1., 19th May. 


UnsRBASONABLE 
(17 & 18 Vier. c. 31), 83. 2, 6—Inrerest From pare or Warr—Dsuaxp 


in Wartine—3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 42, s. 28. 
This was an appeal from the decision of Grantham, J. The action was 
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date of that demand. The writ was not such a demand as was contem- 
plated by the Act, and the judge was therefore wrong in giving the 
— interest on their claim. Fry end Lorrs, L.JJ., concurred.— 
sur, Jef, QC., and William Graham; Bompas, Q.C., and R, 8. 
right, Soxicrrors, Howell Thomas, for Simons ¢ Plews, Merthyr Ts dvil ; 
Bompas, Bischof, Dodgson, $ Coze. 


VAN GELDER, APSIMON, & CO. (LIM) ». THE SOWERBY BRIDGE FLOUR 
: SOCIETY (LIM )—No. 2, 15th May. 


Parext—Morroace sy Assicyuent—Ricut or Mortcacor 1o Svs In- 
FRINGER WITHOUT JomNING Morroaces as Oo-Piamrirr—Parents Act, 
1883, se. 46, 87. 


This was an from a decision of Kekewich, J., the question 
beng whether mortgagor of a patent can maintain an action to 
an infringement of the patent without joining the mo 
Teds tn sarpeet of en etened an itp 
respect of an t 0} patent by the de- 
The the patent to their bankers, the 


the form of an absolute assignment, subject to redemp- 


of the patent. It was objected by the defendants that the plaintiffs could 
not maintain the action without joining the mortgagees as co-plaintiffs, 
that, in fact, the plaintiffs were not the istered proprietors of the patent. 


of a patent.”” By section 87, “‘where a entitled by 
transmission, or other o on of law toa t, the comp- 

selon mse co po of ile os suiactin, es the 
name en as of the t e - 
ter of ”; and the person so entered as nt the patent 


equities im respect of such patent may be enforced in like manner as in 
respect of aay stat possenal poogerty.”” On behalf of the appellants it 
was argued the rule that in equity a mortgagor is treated as the owner 
of the mortgaged property, subject to the mortgage, and as such is 
entitled to sue for the protection of the property, is not affected by the 
Patents Act, which contains no provisions as to the right to sue for the 
infringement of a patent. Reliance was placed on Dunnicliff y. Mallett (7 
pi aed ¢ og Recap ee (4 Ex. D 4 On 
defendants it was urged that, mortgage assignment, 
and the mortgagees on the register, they were, u section 87, in 
the position of proprietors, and were alone entitled to sue for an infringe- 
ment. Moreover, all persons & substantial interest in the patent 
ought to be before the court in that the defendants might not be 
Mesessed by a succession of actions for the same object, and it was 
the duty the plaintiffs to put their action into the right state as to 
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aes aes that an of a patent was ‘‘ entitled to the 
benefit” the pete, eventhough he bad worgnged In equity the 
was regarded as security for the mortgage ; and, subject to 
the me sled ty ne dete ie Denes” of his peopésty. 
Section was relied on by the defendants. It appeared that the p 
were placed on the on the 22nd of February, 1886, as assignees 
of the patent. On same Gay the mortgage to the bankers was 
wegistered, but the bankers were rier neced a0 mortgagecs, not as 
assignees, the mortgage was by assignment. An officer of the 
oe asl set crea eon, ihe practice in the office to register 
mentgegres of 2 patent, even though the mortgage was assignment, as 
because the asignor was regarded as the proprictor. ia ‘bis 
s opinion that was quite right. It was, therefore, unneceseary to 
consider the argument founded on section 47 But assuming that - 
ae avy, his lordship would hesitate to say that section 87 fad 
Sse ements steention in the law as to place the mort 
position . case therefore t 
Tate according to the iiien ane tet low, whane man hed soo 
greed his interest in or in z the right to sestzain the 
Seeiatee ot wrong epsinat at property rnined him, subject to 
fo panne gh bing on ation tor ets ne ra portion 
AL C v 
Marthe the const bcd that person eit nen esd Oo ech. 
Share to he peomariear: was entitied to bring an action to restrain an 
w before the court in way. The poles whisk 
-y Beally decided was that, there an assignment of the 
oe. A , the assignee was the only who could 
i - form ine acne ne net sgt fe thet viow, be 
war \y 
Beso engages on oo Sloe aes hes Pat 





directions under rule 11 of order 16 that they should be made defendants. 
It was said that an opportunity had been given to the plaintiffs to bring 
the m before the court as def but, in the face of the 
decision that the plaintiffs had no right of action, it would have been 
useless for them to ask that the mortgagees should be made defendants. 
What ought now to be done, having regard to the defendants’ objection 
that the action could not go on unless the m were before the 
court? The plaintiffs did not require their presence, for they considered 
that the action could not injure the meee sg and might be of great 
benefit to them ; and this view was supported by the fact that the mort- 
gagees had refused to be added as co-plaintiffs. “In his lordship’s 
no difficulty — be — -. = defendants , byt absence of oy 
mortgagees at the present stage o' @ proceedings, but, if any substan’ 
difficulty should hereafter arise, the defendants might apply at any time 
to have the ees made defendants under rule 11 of order 16, and 
the present order would be without prejudice to any such application, 
Lrvotey, L.J., _ os 24 rye pe A gee Ke » bn 
startling and nov. ent was e m r of a 
plat, uali th moreno an ihr pop, ldo rl 
@ person who was e perty, 
could eithe induce his mortgagee to sue with him or onl sadoees tho mment. 
. was not a sound view to the ordinary principles of 
equity. There was nothing in the Patents Act to place the mortgagor of 
a patent in any worse position than an ordinary m r. Bowsn, L.J., 
concurred.—Counss, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Aston, Q.0., and Bousfield ; Sir 
R. EB. Webster, A.G., Warmington, QO., Moulton, Q.0., Carpmael, and 
Roskill. Soxscrrors, Walker ¢ Whitfield ; Wilson, Bristows, § Carpmael. 


Re THE PORTUGUESE CONSOLIDATED COPPER MINES (LIM.)—No. 2, 
20th May. 


Oompany—SHAREHOLDER—RECTIFICATION OF RecisterR—INVALID ALLoT- 
MENT OF SHARes—Ratirication ny CoMPANY AFTER REPUDIATION BY 
Attorrzr—Companigs Act, 1862, s, 35. 


This was an a from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 252). Two 
allottees of shares in the company applied, under section 35 of the Com: 
— Act, 1862, to have their names removed from the register of share- 

olders, on the ground that they had revoked their applications for shares 
before any valid allotment had been made to them. In October, 1888, 
some of the directors of the company held a meetin , and allotted a 
number of shares, including those of the present ap ts, and notice 
of allotment was given to all the allottees. It was, however, 
by North, J. (and his decision was affirmed by the Court of A ) in 

e@ case of a Mr. Steele (Re The Portuguese Consolidated Copper Mines, 33 
Soicrrors’ Journat, 523, 42 Oh. D. 160), that the resolutions passed by 
the directors on that occasion were invalid, as not having been passed at 
& properly-convened meeting, and Steele’s name was removed from the 
register. aoe present cases it was alleged that the company had, within 


Jounnat, 335, 37 W. BR 


tren ent a oy the allot- 
ments com , which related back to the time o irregular 
allotments and seahe than call 


Tux Oovrr (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowsy, L.JJ -) affirmed the decision, 
being of o that there had been a ratification by the company within 
, aud that the cases were governed by Bolton Partners v. 
Lambert.—Counse., Napier Higgins, Q.0., and Farwell ; Beawmont ; Cozens. 
Hardy, Q.C, and W. Baker. Soxicrrons, Burn ¢ Berridge; Munns $ 
Longden ; Hilliard, Stretton, $ Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re JOHN HUST (Deceased)—Chitty, J., 20th May. 
Wuti—Oonsrrucrion ~ Omission or Worps 1x Common Form. 


In this case a question arose whether a gift contained in a deceased 
testator’s will to trustees upon trust to pay the income to the testator’s 
son’s widow for life, and atter her death ‘‘in trust for all the children of 
my said son, who being a son or sons shall live to attain twenty-one years, or 

a@ daughter or oy re shall marry under that age with their 

s consent, to be divided between them share and share alike,” 
should be read as extending to a daughter who had attained penn me 
The will contained —— of maintenance and advancement “pp 
dd — . Be Trusts (24 W. BR. 227, L. RB. 1 Ob, 37 


the powers of advancement and maintenance 
of the testator’s intention. sueows, Se op 


E 
FF 


was in formal words, from which were omitted words com. 
plete the form. Although it was true that the common form with the 
omission of the words read grammatically, et the intention dominatin 
the form was the expression of the limitation of atteinin twenty-one 
To hold that the testator intended to exclude the daughter 6 
trenty-one would be to attnbute to him downright H 
it st paod the will an comtasning © gift to Genet ae oe cations 

as containing + to daughters attaining twenty-one, 
and he made a declaration accor |y.— Oounas. Yote- Le i Broke Free- 
mon wad Vernon BR. Bmith, Souicrrous, Peasook ¢ Goddard ; Jobwon, 
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DUFFIN v. MEXICAN GOLD AND SILVER ORE REDUCTION CO.—Chitty, J., 
220d May. 


Oompany—Practicg—RectiricaTion or Recistsr—Summons 1n OnAMBERS 
—Morion. 


In this case the question arose whether an application to rectify the 
poy ape of shareholders of a company should be by summons in chambers 
or by motion. 

Ourrry, J., said that the proper mode of procedure was by motion.— 
OounsEeL, Romer, Q.0., and Grosvenor Woods; E. 8. Ford. Soxicrrons, 
Phelps, Sedgwick, ¢ Biddle; R. S. Gregson. 


Re ALSBURY, SUGDEN v. ALSBURY—North, J., 15th May. 


Tenant FoR Lirzk AND REgMAINDERMAN—OAPITAL OR Income—SHARES IN 
Company—“ Bonvs.”” 


The question in this case was, whether a sum of £750, received by the 
trustees of a will as a ‘‘ bonus”’ in respect of some shares in a company, 
which formed part of the estate of the testator, was, as between the tenant 
for life and the remaindermen under the trusts of the will, to be treated 
as capital or income. The articles of association of the company em- 

wered the directors to pay interim dividends, and contained the follow- 

g provisions for the formation of a reserve fund :—‘‘ The directors may, 
before recommending any dividend, set aside out of the profits of the 
company such sum as they may think proper as a reserve fund for 
acquiring Di rty for the company, or providing for the payment of 
rents and the Sas rformance of covenants, or for meeting contingencies, 
or for equalizing dividends, or for repairing or maintaining the property of 
the compeny, or forming an insurance fund, or for all or any of the pur- 
poses aforesaid, or for any other purpose of the company w! they may 
think fit ; and the directors may irvest the sum so set apart as a reserve 
fund upon such securities, and in such manner, as they may determine.” 
The company had for some years been in the habit of oe a gem 
and bonuses in April and October; parts of those payments usually 
been called half-yearly dividends of 10 per cent., and the remainder had 
been called ‘‘ bonus,’’ the April payment being an interim payment. In 
1889 considerably Tr sums were than usual; in April £25 a share 
was paid, in October £10 a share, amounting together to 70 per cent. on 
pad ery y capital. At the time of the testator’s death the reserve fund 

at £3,000; atthe end of 1888 it had reached £9,000, but the pay- 
ment made to the shareholders in April, 1889, reduced the reserve to 
£2,000. That payment amounted to £15,000, so that £7,000 of it was 
paid (so it was contended) out of the reserve fund. On the other hand, 
extraordinary expenses to a large amount were incurred in that year. 
Four alternative views of the case were suggested—first, thut the whole 
£750 to the trustees was income belonging to the tenant for life ; 
secondly, that the whole was a bonus in the nature of capital; thirdly, 
that the tenant for life was entitled to so much of the £750 as was paid 
out of the profit and loss account—that is, eight-fifteenths of the whole ; 
and, lastly, that, the reserve fund having been increased from £3,000 to 
£9,000 after the testator’s death, £14,000 being derived from profits 
earned since the tenant for life had been entitled to the income of the 
trust fund, he was entitled to fourteen-fifteenths of the £750. 

Nortu, J., held that the principles laid down in Bouch v. Sproule (12 
App. Oas. 385) applied, though the result of their application must be 

erent in the present case. In his lordship’s opinion the sums carried 
to the reserve fund had not been finally appropriated to capital. He con- 
sidered that the whole sum paid to the shareholders in the year 1889 had 
been duly declared as dividend, and that the tenant for life was entitled 
to the whole of the £750,—Counsgn, Oswald; Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and 
W. F. Beddoes; Napier Higgins, Q.0., and MacSwinney. Soxtcrrors, 
W. A. Holeombe ; Cheese. 


Re THE NATIONAL PERMANENT MUTUAL BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY 
—North, J., 17th May. 


Burtpinc Soorery — Investment or Svurrrvs Funps — Avrnorrmep 
Securitrizs—InTserest ‘‘GUARANTEED BY AUTHORITY oF PARLIAMent’’— 
Buripine Societies Act, 1874, s. 25. 


This was a petition by the directors and trustees of a building society 
(registered u nder the Building Societies Act, 1874), asking the opinion of 
the court as to the nature of the securities upon which the surplus funds 
of the society could be invested. Section 25 of the Act of 187 vides 
that ‘‘any society under this Act may, from time to time, as the rules 
permit, invest any portion of the funds of the society, not immediately 
required for its purposes, upon real or leasehold securities, or in the public 
fands, or in or upon any parliamentary stocks or securities, or in or u 
any stocks or securities payment of the interest on which is guaran’ b 
authority of Parliament.’’ The rules of the society provided that all 
eer of the society, not employed in advancing the shares of members, 
should be laid out in such investments, or advanced De such legal or 
equitable securities, as the law permits, in the names of the trustees, but 
under the direction of the The petitioner asked the ion of the 
court, whether the power of investment given by section 25 authorixed (inter 
alia) the purchase of India 3} Stock. By section 11 of the Act 36 & 37 
Vict, 0. 82 the interest on that stock is charged upon the revenues of India, 
It was argued that that iuterest was ‘‘ guaranterd by authority of Parlia- 
ment,” and, therefore, tho stook was within section 25. 

Norra, J., held that it was not. The interest on the atock waa clearly 
not teed by Parliam nor did he think that it was guarantoed by 
authority of Par t. e did not think that those words were 
equivalent to ‘' primarily charged by an Act of Parliament’ on a certain 
fund.—Counsan, Swinfon Bady, Soxrorrona, Russell ¢ Oo, 





MORTLOCK v. OWEN AND OTHERS—Stirling, J., 20th May. 


Sreciric PerrormMaANceE—Panot AGREEMENT—LigN—MortGacee ror VALUE 
witHout Notice. 


In this action the plaintiff claimed the specific performance of an alleged 
parol agreement between her and the late R.N. Hoare for the 
purchase of a house, with studio, No. 122, Sloane-street ; and now moved to 
restrain the transfer of an indenture of dated the Ist of July, 
1886, including this and other property. plaintiff, who earns a 
considerable income in her profession of ae that, in 
pursuancs of oes agreement with the late Captain RB. 
paid sums, in all, of over £6,000, to purchase of 
studio, No. 122, Sloane-street, of been in 
free since 1286 till his death, 
held by him under a lease from 
The total amount to be finally 
ascertained by a valuer to be 
been done. On thesame day 
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Captain Hoare mortgaged, by way 
4 W. H. Hoare £17,000 ; 
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priority to the existing 

proviso for redemption, 

secured the property sh 

existing before the execution of the mortgage. 

2nd of July) was a second —— to Messrs. Hoare 

and the Rev. W. H. Hoare for £3.500, 

thereby charged the .y of £13,000 still aa 

poned mortgage. It was argued on behalf 

Pitect of this transaction was to create an entirely new 

as she was then in occupation, the Rev. W. H. Hoare and . Hi 

were affected with constructive notice of her interest in the property. 
Srretine, J., while hol it was proved thata substantial sum hed 

been paid by the plaintiff to the late Captain Hoare, and that, while specific 

performance of the could not be on account 

of the impossibility of 
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and unless the effect of the 
them with constructive notice of the 
equitable title than the plaintiff. 
transaction was never intended to, ““ 
securities ; it merely postponed them 
must therefore be refased with costs.—Covnsat, 
Buekley, Q C., and Levett ; Graham Hasting 
, Q.C., and Chubb; C. B. Maclaren. 
Tylee § Co. ; Russell, Son, § Scott ; Trinders & Co. 


Re FOX, FOX e. FOX—Stirling, J., 15th May. 

Wiut—Texant ror Lirs—Powsr ro Resorr ro Carrrat ror Marmrax- 

ANCE—INTERFERENCE WITH SUCH USE OF CarrraL AT INSTANCE OF 

R&MAINDERMEN. 

H. J. Fox by his will gave all his real and personal estate and effects to 
his wife (the defendant) and John Hare, trast to 
> Sa aiiinn aan 

uring her 
during her lifetime sell, 
all or any part < pall said 
testamen tion, 
Hare should sell and convert 


ant him survi 
and liabilit 
trusts. Tho 


i 


E 
Li 


Fi 
4 


E 
bE 
a¥4 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 24, 1890. 








ore not absolutely entitled to the entire estate. Were this a 
use as she thought fit, she would have an uncontrolled interest, but 
really a simple power to resort to capital for her maintenance. He 

not prepared to say that the court would not interfere in her lifetime 

if it were shewn that she was using capital for other purposes besides her 

simply, but it would be extremely inconvenient to decide how 

far the court would interfere until the full facts of her dealings with the 

were in evidence. His lordship therefore made a declaration only 

that the defendant was not absolutely entitled to the capital of the estate. 

Costs to be costs in the action.—Counse., Graham Hastings, Q.C., and 

J. Gatey ; Phipson Beale,Q C., and 7. H. Carson. Soutcrrors, J. EF. ¢ 

H. Scott, for W. § W. 4. Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; Williams ¢ 
Neville, for F. E. Forster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


Re SIMES, SIMES c. NEWBERY—Kekewich, J., 16th May. 


Trustar—ArtTracHuentT—Breacu or Trust—Non-coMPLIANCE WITH ORDER 
to Pay into Court Casn as Trustas—Banxrvuprcy—ZJvRIsDICrTIIN— 
Banxevrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 9. 


By an order made on the 5th of April, 1889, the defendant was directed 

as a two sums of cash into court on or before the 6th of 

. He not comply with the order. On the 13th of May a receiv- 

was made against him on his own petition, and he had not yet 

obtained his discharge. The plaintiffs now moved for liberty to issue a 

writ of attachment against him, the notice of motion being dated the 22ad 
of April, 1890. 


EkEwIcH, J., said that any order he might make must be based on 

of the 5th of April. That order directed him as trustee to pay 

and compliance with that order might have been en- 

at apenas ol for a ee I¢ was clearly a debt 
provable bankruptcy, so e@ remedy against the property or 
was suspended by section 9 of the Bankruptcy Act, 

it had been a sum of Consols or anything of that kind the order 

have shewn that it was not the debtor’s property, but there was 

. The result might be that a fraudulent trustee 
freedom by getting himself made a bankrupt, but his 

ip had nothing to do with that now. The court had no jurisdic- 
to direct a writ of attachment to issue against an undischarged 


diction g 
Motion refused. No order as to coste.—CounseL, Waggett, 


bankrupt. 
Oswald. Soutcrrons, E. 8. Sydney ; Emanuel, Round, § Nathan, 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. ». BARKER—C. C0. B., 10th May. 


Hicuway— Person wiartz ro Rerarr Ratione Tenure — TvurNrike 
Trust—ALTERATION oF Roan. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Cheshire Quarter Sessions, the 
being as to the liability of the defendant to repair an ancient 

y in the township untington, in that county. The defendant 
ee ene: 2 See ee as bee iden of the road. 
the was made a turnpike road under the m ent 

‘ trust expired in 1876. Before the commencement of the 

Act the road was paved in t lor the width of nine feet, the sides 
being made of earth or turf; during the continuance of the trust the 
trustees converted it into a macadamized road, thereby making it a great 
the expiration of the trust the 

the road, acting under 

endant, having of late 

, and was con- 


ag hgh 
as occupier, might 
cited. ier, mig 
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REG. v. SOLOMONS—O. OC. R., 17th May. 
Craminat Law—‘' Purse Tarcx ’’—Larceny or Fatsz Prerences. 


ze Somes raised in this case was, whether the prisoner, who had 
ob a shilling from the prosecutor by means of what is known as the 
** purse trick,’’ could be convicted of larceny of the shilling. The case 
stated by the chairman of the London Sessions at Clerkenwell set forth 
that the prisoner met the prosecutor at Aldgate and appeared to place 
three florins in a purse; he then closed the purse and offered to sell it to 
the prosecutor for one shilling. The prosecutor gave the prisoner the 
shilling and took the purse, which he found to contain three halfpence 
only. The prisoner was indicted for larceny, and the jury found him 
‘* guilty of obtaining the money by a trick,”” and explained that their 
meaning was guilty of larceny by a trick. It was contended on behalf of 
the prisoner that, the prosecutor pating Seeeny parted with both the 
possession and the ownership of the shilling, there could be no larceny, 
and the crime (if any) committed was that of obtaining the money by 
false pretences. The contention on the part of the Orown was that the 
crime was larceny by a trick. 


Lord OCo.eniper, O.J., said that, although he was reluctant to let a man 
off who had been guilty of a gross fraud, he had no doubt as to the law 
of this case. If a man were indicted for obtaining property by false 
pees and the offence turned out to be larceny he could be convicted 
of larceny ; but the Act stopped short of enacting the converse, and did 
not say that a man who was indicted for larceny could ba convicted of 
false pretences. The distinction ingrained in the law was that there was 
no larceny when the prosecutor voluntarily parted with both the posses- 
sion of and the property in the article alleged to have been stoien. In 
this case the man with his shilling, not expecting to get that coin 
back again, but to get something in exchange for it; he gave it away 
expecting to get something for it. It followed that there was no larceny, 
and the conviction must be quashed. Hawkins, Maruew, Day, and 
GrantHam, JJ., concurred. Conviction quashed.—Oounsut, Keith Frith ; 
S. Butler. Soxicrrons, Ollard $ Milleken ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


Re LOCAL BOARD OF WARMINSTER AND THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF 
WILTSHIRE—l5th May. 


County Councrn—MAatnTenance oF Roaps -Ursan Disrricr—Foorpartus, 
Liasitity To Marnrain—Hicuways anp Locomotives (AMENDMENT) Act, 
1878 (41 & 42 Vicr c. 77), ss. 13, 15—Locan Government Act, 1888 (51 
& 52 Vicr. c. 41), s. 11. 


This was a special case etated under section 29 of the Local Government 
Act, 1888, which raised a question of importance as to the liability of 
county councils for the repair, maintenance, and improvement of foot- 
paths by the side of main roads in urban and rural districts. Section 11, 
sub-section (1), of the Local Government Act, 1888, provides that ‘‘ every 
road in a county which is for the time being a main road within the 
meaning of the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, . . . 
shall after the appointed day be wholly maintained and repaired by the 
council of the county in which the road is situate.”” By sub-section (2) it 
is enacted that any urban authority may, within a specified time, ‘‘ claim 
to retain the powers and duties of maintaining and repairing a main road 
within the district of such authority, and thereupon they shall be entitled 
to retain the same, . . . and the council shall make to such authority 
an annual payment towards the cost of the maintenance and repair and 
reasonable oy connected with the maintenance and repair of 
such road.”’ ithin the urban district of Warminster there were certain 
within the meaning of the Act of 1878. At the sides of some 
were footways which, in the streets of the town, were paved, 
ted, and in many places were at a higher level than the 

local board retained their powers and duties as to these 

of sub-section (2) above set out. They now 

Council of Wiltshire was liable, under section 11 

, repair, &c., of these footways, and also of 

roads; and also to scav , Cleanse, and 
roads as were main roads. It was admi 

rural districts the highway included the 

within the town it was con- 

could not have meant to throw upon the 

wements. It was that in section 

with roads w had been turnpike 

” denoted only so much of the road 

e trustees—that was, in urban dis- 

unty council was willing to pay for 

was necessary for their maintenance, 
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was of the same opinion. In order to understand section 11 of the 
Local Government Act it was necessary to construe sections 13 and 15 of 
the Act of 1878. Those sections constituted two classes of roads as main 
roads—namely, turnpike roads which ceased to be turnpike roads, and 
roads declared to be main roads by the county authority. As to both 
these classes of roads, the highway authorities had to re the carriage 
way and the footway ; the duty of repairing the carriage way reverted to 
them in the case of turnpike roads on the iration of the turnpike 
trust. By section 13 “one-half of the expenses incurred by the highway 
authority in the repair of such road” was cast upon the county, It was 
contended that those words meant ‘‘ one-half of the expenses incurred by 
the highway authority as successors of the turnpike trustees in the main- 
tenance of such road,’”’ and it was pointed out that in the Turnpike 
Acts the trustees were empowered to maintain the footways in rural, but 
not in the urban distric's. [¢ was not possible to insert such a limitation 
into eames te poy a was — ar aa —_ had 
the duty of repai oth footways and car ways, and expenses 
incurred ‘‘ in the maintenance of such road’’ meant in the maintenance 
of footway and carriage way alike. That being the construction of the 
Act of 1878, that of 1888 presented no difficulty. It was clear that the 
whole expenses of the main road from hedge to hedge were thrown on the 
county council. In this case the urban authority had claimed to retain the 
powers and duties as to the main roods, and they were entitled to pay- 
ment from the county council for performing the duty which it would 
otherwise have to perform. As to alteration of footways, if the alteration 
were a reasonable improvement, the county council must pay for it, and, 
in case of difference, sub-section (3) provided for an arbitration. — 
CounsEL, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Macmorran; R. 8. Wright. Soxtcrrors, 
Berkeley & Caloott, for Wakeman § Bluck, Warminster; Merriman, Pike, § 
Merriman, 


HOBBS & CO. (LIM) ». HUDSON & CO.—16th May. 


Practic8—INTERROGATORIES—Panat AcTtion—AcTION ror Dovurte VALUER 
UNDER 1] Gao. 2, c. 19, s. 3—R. 8. O., XXXL, 1. 


Oase referred to the court by Hawkins, J., at chambers, upon the 
Lape whether, in an action by a landlord, under 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 
, to recover against the tenant double the value of goods alleged to have 
been fraudulently removed to avoid distress, ae can be admin- 
istered by the plaintiff tothe defendant. The plaintiffs brought their action 
under 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 3, to recover against both the defendants 
double the value of goods which it was alleged that the defendant Myers, 
the tenant, bad fraudulently removed to avoid distress, and which it was 
alleged that the defendants Hudson & Oo. had ope and knowingly 
aided the tenant in removing. The plaintiffs had deli in ries ; 
the defendants Hudson & Oo. had declined to answer; the plaintiffs then 
applied to a master to order an answer within a limited time. The master 
made no order upon this summons, and on appeal Hawkins, J., referred 
the matter to the court. Oounsel for the plaintiffs said the question was 
whether the action for double value under the Act of Geo. 2 was a penal 
action. He submitted it was not so; where the main object is to compensate 
theparty aggrieved, then the action is not a penal action, and interrogatories 
may be administered ; where the —— is to punish the defendant, then 
interrogatories are not allowed. There is no distinction between the 
present case and the case of Adams v. Batley (35 W. R. 487, 18 Q. B. D. 
625), where interrogatories were allowed. The question is not whether 
this is.a penalty in the sense of the party having to pay more than the 
suffered, but whether it is an action to compensate, and, 
if so, interrogatories are allowed. The cases of Martin v. Treacher (34 
W. R. 815, 16 Q. B, D. 507) and Jones v. Jones (37 W.-K. 479, 22 Q. B. D. 
425) are different from the yepes The object of the action, as shewn 
by the statement of claim, is to compensate the landlord for the injury he 
has received for what is described as a fraud, and, that being so, he was 
entitled to ask what goods he had got or where they were, what goods 
he had got which he had removed, and to ask the tenant what goods 
he had iuthe house. If there was any objection, then the objection ought 
to be taken on oath in the affidavit in answer. Counsel for the defendants 
Hudson & Oo., was not called upon. 

Grantuam, J.—Possibly a good deal may be said for the —— view 
of this case, but I have no doubt on the authorities that interrogatories 
cannot be administered here. This question was decided in Jones v. Jones, 
for whether the action is an action for recovery of double value or treble 
value the principle is the same. I think, therefore, there is no auth 
for saying that interrogatories can be administered in cases of this ‘ 
T am of opinion we are bound by Jones v. Jones, and under these circum- 
stances this “—— ought to be dismissed. Onantas, J.—I am of the 
same opinion. I think the case is decided by Jones v. Jones, and I —— 
that I concur with that case. Appeal dismissed.—Oounsat, WV. am ; 
Duke, Soxtorrons, Bonner, Wright, Thompson, ¢ Co.; Law § Worssam, 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re LAYTON, STEBL, & 00.—North, J., 16th May. 


Sottorron—Oosts—Taxation Arran Paywant—‘'Sprorat Oracumsrancrs " 
—Datrvery oy Brri—Sontcrrons Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vror. o. 73), 8. 37, 


This was a summons by clients, asking that their former solicitors 


might be ordered to deliver to them all such bills of costs as had not | On 


been already delivered, and that those bills, and all other bills 
against the ta which had been already delivered, might be referred 
for tazation. ‘The applicants were the trustees and executors of a doctor, 


of coats | Clark, 
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who had not sent them on to the applicants. As 
been paid, it was as 

had not been inf by the solicitors, before 
they would be liable to taxation or moderation 
cestuis que trustent, and that, if the bills should 
way, the applicants would, as between 
que trustent, have to pay so much as t 
ockets. Re F—— (16 W. R. 749) was 
Romilly, M.R., tho 


t that ‘‘ the continuance of 
and client after the delivery of the 
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to allow sums which the soli 
bills were moderated, and a 
Three of the bills had been deli 
Norrs, J., held that Re F-— 
in that case there was reason f 
moderated upon taxation. There 
case, and nothing to shew that 
But his lordship held that there was no evidence 
of th lum was an authorized agent to receive delivery of 
on of the applicants. Th 
bills which had been delivered to him, 
of the bills and taxation. But n 
mons into court would ba given to either side.—CovnszL, 
Bardswell, Soxicrrors, A. Pearce-Jones § ; 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. - 
TRINITY BAR EXAMINATIONS. 


The questions in Real and Personal Property were 
and involved nothing in the nature of a case for opinion. 
and 2 dealt with matters of antiquarian interest, the remaining 


i 
| 


on 
te amt 150 of Williams’ Realty, ‘_ chapters on 
Acts, , 
« ” and . Devises ” in either Goodeve or Edwards, can 
quia mete @ wae In common law the examiners set three easy 
questions on practice, one involving contract oe two 
on torts, three on contract, one on landlord tenant, two on 
criminal law. Even in an easy it would be well. to avoid mis- 
Sn ow ** How far a defence in criminal cases ? 
tion the rules laid down on the su in MeNaght's can.”” We 
presume AM’ Naghien’s ease is intended. A good many candidstes con- 
sidered the paper hard, but i io dioalt to seo wed gash of Saas 
be fairly described as such ; lap he fr getomtee h that students 
frequently deceive themselves their common law. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Prepimiary Examination, 

The following candidates (whose names are in order) were 
> pam ful at the Preliminary Examination held on the Ist and 2ad of May, 
1890 :— 

Atkinson, Ernest Francis Joseph § Cooke, Arthur Sidney 
Bickley, Edward Robert Coop, Samuel Howard 
Bill, Ernest Sam Lomas 

Black, Charles Thomas Bdqard 
Blacker, William Stewart Davies, Walter Pierce 
Bouth, Rollo Firth Delamere Eliott, John Allen 
Brewer, John Claridge Rennie Emmet, Robert William 
et —— Sealy Fell, George Edward Hunter 
B Tom Gilbert Fits Godfrey 
Careless, Edward Powell Adam 

Ghewee, Clement Miscmisheel _ 
Cheese, Clement Griffiths, William Arthar 
Cheater, John Woodroffe Hallas, Wartin 

mene, Gee pane a, See Beant eaaty 
Collins, Hi de Montmorency Horton, William Lawrence 

Alfred Hussey, George Hammond 
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jackson, William Herbert Rowlands, John Wilfrid Paymaster shall invest the corpus so carried over in New Consols not. 
Same John Arthur Rylance, Richard Patterson withstanding the smalJness of the amount and shall pay or deal with the 


Jones, William Haseldine 
Kimber, Quintilian Hoeken Joseph 


Sladen, St. Barbe Russell 
Smith, Francis Henry 


Malcolm Spargo, Thomas Alfred May 
. Norman Barclay Stokes-Roberts, Charles Edward 
Lowther, Lancelot Christopher Stott, Richard Henry 
McMillin, Charles Douglas Daft Swinburne, Charles Edward 
Horace Taylor, Harry Wallis 
James Woodrow Taylor, Reginald Rowland 
- Withers, Arthur Tremayne, Lawrence John 
Moore, Frederick Henry Wells Tringham, Edgar Mason 
Lewis Tudor, George 
Morris, John Charles Turner, George Alfred Webster 
Musson, be sl Ashurst Unwin, Reginald 
Ormond, John Valentine, Algernon Lancelot 
Osborn, Frank Burton William 
Palmer, Thomas Wade, Arthur Campbell 
Parker, Alfred bane y= ~~ 
Pellatt atkins, rge Thomas 
Perham, orwood Welton, e 
Pettigrew, Thomas Joseph Westcott, William Leonard 
Phillips, Thomas White, Willie 
Pickles, Frederick Williams Whitgreave, Charles Vincent 
Pierron, Henri Whittingham, Ferdinand Samford 
Potter, George Williams, Edward Hugh 
Pratt, Charles Newton Wilson, Edwin Hetherington 
Alfred Middleton Wrigley, Herbert Greenwood 
Rider, Edward Percy Young, Clement Joseph 
Roberts, John Trevor 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
STOCK OF THE SCINDE PUNJAUB AND DELHI RAILWAY 
CoO. IN COURT. 
Ia the High Court of Justice—Chancery Division and in Lunacy. 
Wednesday the 19th day of March 1890. 
Whereas on the final distribution for section 53 of “‘ The 


Company on the 
Ith June 1886 and sum has been a) i rateably to the 
ewedit of the various accounts to which the said paid up capital was 
standing on the said 15th June 1836. 
And whereas the Paymaster is unable to deal with the amounts so 
ee ee ek ee of separate 
by the parties to the causes and matters to the of which 
ee oe and expense which it is desirable 


such part thereof as bears the same to the as the of 
the aunuity sold or transferred bears to the annuity shall be to the 
person oF to whom the annuity or such aliquot part has been 
ordered to be transferred or the of sale thereof or the residue of 
suc proceeds after any thereout have been ordered to be paid 
and im euch proportions if any ae directed by Order directing such 

the 

pro 


interest in such New Oonsols and also the income so carried over in the 
same manner as the accruing pve of the annuity or proportions of 
the annuity carried over are to be paid or dealt with under such order, 


Hatssvry, C, 

We concur in this Order— 
Heznry Oorron, LJ. 
Epw. Fry, L.J. 


Joszrx W. Onirry, J. 
Forp Norru. 
James Stiruine, J, 


We concur in this Order— 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Francis Parxsr, solicitor, of Worcester, died at Malvern on the 
30th ult. from inflammation of the lungs. Mr. Parker was the son of Mr. 
John Parker, solicitor, of Worcester, and was articled to his father. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1855, and was formerly in partnership with his 
father and with the late Mr. Goldingham. He was for several years a 
member of the Worcester School Board and chairman of the finance 
committee. Mr. Parker was unmarried. 


Mr. Henny Buaxe Mize, solicitor (of the firm of Miller & Stevens), of 
Norwich, died at Cromer on the 26th ult. Mr, Miller was the son of Mr, 
Henry Miller, solicitor, of Norwich, and was admitted a solicitor in 1846, 
having served his articles with his father. He was appointed clerk to the 
Norwich Board of Health in 1853. About five years later he became 
der Suny sues is Rptaeip Sith, Mee Wolke: thewge howe Min 
or many years ip r. ter rge Stevens. . 
Miller was buried at Norwich on the 30th ult. 


Mr. Puitre Surrn Sraruine, solicitor, of Colchester, died on the 4th 
inst., in his eighty-sixth year. - Mr. ling was educated at the Ool- 
chester Grammar School. He served his articles with Messrs. Steward & 
Skipper, of Norwich, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1825. He had 
been for some years in ee ae ame Mr. Arthur Steward 

a 


ears clerk to the Colchester Burial Board. Mr. 
ee sons. He was buried at the 


Mr. James Gorpon Be.uinaxaw, solicitor (of the firm of Bellingham & 
Robinson), of Saffron Walden, died on the 9th inst. Mr. Bellingham 
was admitted a solicitor in 1860, and he had for nearly thirty years carried 
on an extensive practice at Saffron Walden, where he was in partnership 
with Mr. Francis Stephen Robinson. He was a perpetual commissioner 

geshire, and held several important appointments, 
town clerk and clerk of the for the boro of Saffron 
ers of Taxes for the Freshwell 


Mr. Wri11am Ruopes Fawcett, solicitor (of the firm of Fawcett & 
Faber), of Stockton and Yarm, died suddenly from heart disease on the 
6th inst. Mr. Fawcett was admitted a solicitor in 1862, when he joined 
the firm of Fawcett & to which he had been articled. After 
his father’s death he went into partnership with the late Mr. Henry 
pee Mp town clerk of Stockton, more recently he was 

with Mr. Thomas Henry Faber. Mr. Fawcett was to the 
eee Se ee ee ee ee clerk to the 
Yarm B Board, and steward of the Manor of Yarm. 
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th his y er 


superintendent- jor 

were for many years local solicitors to 
lor was for many years secretary 

He took an active interest 
for some time president of 
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‘are Preservation Society. 
. Joun Juvvuny, solicitor (of the firm of J & Haviland), of 
died on the 9th inst. from disease of the heart, in his 
. Mr. Jeffery was admitted a solicitor in 1836, and 
settled at Northam: He was former] 
had been for nearly ten years 
son-in-law, Mr. John Haviland. He was a _ 

@ large practice in 

town council from 1842 till 
1856, when he was elected an alderman, and he was town clerk of North- 
1 869. He was also for many years clerk to the 
Board of Guardians. Mr. Jeffery been for many years 
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APPOINTMENTS. 





| Mr, Tuomas Hawny Vawun, solicitor, of Stockton and Yarm, has been 
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appointed Olerk to the county magistrates for the South Stockton Division, 
in succession to his partner, the late Mr. William Rhodes Fawcett. Mr, 


Faber was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 
Mr. Cuartss Hatt, Q.C., M.P., has been created a ht Commander 
of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir O. Hall is the second 


son of Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall. He was educated at Harrow and 
at Trinity College, Oambridge, and was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866, and he is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. He has been Attorney-General to the Prince of Wales 
since 1877, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1881. Sir O. Hall is a 
bencher of the Middle Temple, and he has been M.P. for the Chesterton 
Division of Cambridgeshire in the Conservative interest since 1885. 


Mr. Henry Luptow, Ohief Justice of the Leeward Islands, has received 
the honour of Knighthood. Sir H. Ludlow is the son of Mr. George 
Ludlow, of Hertford, and was educated at Christ’s Hospital, and he was 
successively scholar and fellow of St. Jobn’s College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated as Seventh Wrangler in 1857. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1861, having in the previous year obtained 
an open studentship. He formerly practised in the Court of Chancery, 
being also a member of the Home Circuit. He was Attorney-General of 
Trin’ from 1874 till 1886, when he was appointed Chief Justice of the 
Leeward Islands. 

His Honour Judge Horatio Lioyp has received the honour of Knight- 
hood. Sir H. Lloyd is the eldest son of Mr. Edward Watson Lloya, of 
Fort Hexwell, Cheshire, and was educated at Rossall School and at Caius 
College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Easter Term, 1852. He formerly practised on the North Wales and 
Chester Circuit, and he was for several years a revising barrister and 
prosecuting counsel to the Mint and Post Office. In 1874 he was 
appointed judge of county courts for Circuit No. 29. Sir H. Lloyd is 
recorder of the City of Chester, a magistrate for Cheshire, Flintshire, and 
Carnarvonshire, and deputy-chairman of the Oheshire Quarter Sessions. 


Mr. Anprew Ricuarp Scontz, Q.0., C.8.I., Legal Member of the 
Council of the Governor-General of India, has been created a Knight 
Companion of the Order of the Star of India. Sir A. Scoble is the 
second son of Mr. John Scoble, and was educated at the City of London 
School. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1856. 
He was Advocate-General of Bombay from 1870 till 1875. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1876, and he afterwards practised before the Privy 
Council. In 1886 he was appointed legal member of the Governor- 
General’s Council, and was created a a of the Order of the Star 
of India. Sir A. Scoble is a bencher of coln’s-inn. 


Mr. Reernatp Joun Cust, Chief Oommissioner of the West Indian 
Incumbered Estates Court, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir 
R. Oust is the third son of the Hon. and Rev. Henry Ookayne Cust, and 
was educated at hey | College, Cambridge, where he graduated as a 
wrangler and also in the 2nd class of the classical tripos in 1852. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1856. He was 
appointed secretary to the West Indian Incumbered Estates Commission 
in 1865, and became chief commissioner of the court in 1887. 


Mr. Rosgat Joun Pinsent, senior puisne judge of the Supreme Court 
of the Colony of Newfoundland, has received the honour of Kuighthood. 
Sir R. Pinsent was called to the bar in Newfoundland in 1856. He was 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel for the colony in 1865, and a jadge of the 
Supreme Court in 1880. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, , 
DIssoLuTIONs. 


Artuur Joun Bowsn, Witttam Tresetts Hart, and Howarp Lacgy 
ey solicitors (Wansey Bowen & Oo,), 28, Moorgate-street, London. 

y 12. 

Horace Purtericx and Ricuarp Fase, solicitors (Philbrick & Free), 
formerly 18, Austinfriars, but lately 6, New Broad-street, London. May 
2, In future the business will be carried on by the said Richard Free on 
his separate account. [ Gazette, May 16. 


Joun Wiwson Farpett, Atrarp Dasuwoop, Puri Jossrn Cannina, 
and Joun Farpett, solicitors (Fardells, Dashwood, & Canning), Ryde and 
Mitre-chambers, Temple, London, May 1. [@azette, May 20. 


GENERAL. 


On Tuesaday, in Committees on the Oustoms and Inland Revenue Bill 
Mr. M, Healy moved a new clause providing that solicitors and other legal 
practitioners who were obliged to take out a yearly certificate should 
entitled to deduct from any income tax payable by them on their annual 
profits and gains the amount of the duty paid by them on their annual 
certificates. The Ohancellor of the Exchequer said he could not assent to 
anything like the clause, which was a deducting of one tax from another. 
The clause was withdrawn. 


At the annual meeting of tho Society of Accountants and Auditors, held 
on the 15th inst., after the general business been disposed of, an 
animated discussion took place upon the a ne (Winuding-up) Bill and 
Sir Albert Rollit’s new Bankruptcy Bill, which are now before Parliament. 
Addresses wore delivered by Mr. H. T. Norton (solicitor) and Mr. W. 0. 
Clough, member of the council, and strong ons wore in 
opposition to both the meaturos, With regard to tho first, » objeo- 

was taken to the clauso increasing phe ey > of direc! 
and it was considered that if tho Bill had p as it originally stood 








would have been very detrimental to the business of the country, 
in relation to joint-stock company business. The principle Prgrer-e 4 
liability might be right or wrong. If wrong, then do away with the 
panies Acts altogether, but, if right, all yereery mpidedng 
object of facilitating that and to safeguard the interests of 
The result of the clauses with respect to would, 
passed, be that men of character, wealth, and experience 
would object to connect themselves with joint- companies 
public would be compelled to invest in companies having 
only men of second and third rate standing. With regard 
ruptcy Bill, objection was taken specially to the reduction 
upon which a petition for bankruptcy could be based 
to the reduction of the period of in 
arrangement from six to three months. 
to the clauses relating to trustees. It was 
effect of the Bill as it stood would undou' be 
ee ie ts eat ox Otte Depectaenel & 
t of S “ it, it was an 
taken charge of by Sir A. Rollit. In fact, the Bill 
and less non-officialism, while the unity 
ee —_ for the exact opposite, and wanted less officialism and 
officialism. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. Mr. Justice 














WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRiDaY, May 16, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


AUTOMATIC ELEcTRIC Rariway Sienat Co, Lnarrep—Peta for =a 
sented May 14, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on June 7 datale & 
Son, Gray’s inn eq, ts for Kerr, solors for 
StTock LoTED 


We 


BRISTOL JOINT »~ Kay, J, has fixed Thursday, June 5, at 12, 
official 
to send tLeir names and addresses, and the 
Coleman st 


at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
RIO DEL Ono GOLD MNEs, are on or before Oct 27, 
to John Francis Clarke, 41 N mae in b oe 
ranc b) . » NOV 
for and adjudicating the debts and 
hearing upon 











ine FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

YNAMMAN OO-OPERATIVE AND INDUSTRIAL Socrery, Luarep, Brynamman 
R.8.0., Carmarthen 12 . 

Dove AND Rarnnow Loan 







CANADIAN (Dinkct) Mxat Oo, Liarrep—By an order made by Sticing, J, dated 
May 10, it was ordered that the voluatary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Saunders & Co, Coleman st, solors for 

Frvancrat Wor.p, Linirep —By an order made ty Kekewich J, dated May 20, 

the company be wound up ve & Chave, 

pe 


at, solors for petner 
Grogan A Lynk & Oo, Liutrren—Creditors are required, on or before June 3, to 
send their names antl addresses, and particulars of Uhebr aebes or Yo 


James Birtwhistle, 91, Farringdon ri Guscotte & Fowler, York Didga, 
A i, solors for liquidator 
IND Insurances Oo oF Gaxat Barras, Losrep—By an order made by 


SUirling, J, dated May 10) it was ordered that the voluntary windiag ap of the 


ayy ee 
oo et he Garietond aha st 
naz and 


ted for heari: adloating 
nie Govancay mou COVENTRY, _ are ESS 3 or 
ta aun te Qeorrze Sutton, Heod st, x fer 
liquidator 
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S1zE Co, euasoateted, 2 on or before Juve 


= oo and addresses, and of their debts or 
Co, 


—_ their names 

-° William sm Liddall, Moorgate st chbrs. the pertioulas Swan alley, Moorgate st 
ve Warton, ty ay ct, solors for liquidator 

THE SuBFrInD Ra ING Luarep—Creditors are erent. on or before J 

80, to send aaunen on addresses, and the f their de Mis or 

claims, to ar Jones, Saw st, Sheffield en & Son, Sheffield, solors for 


Viapvuct Pustisnine Oo, Limirep—Petn for winding up, _presented Ma 17, 
directed to be be heard before North, Je + hana une 7 Hughes & 
Bedf vent Garden, solors for 

einteeeace LD EXPLORAION & SynpicaTe, Liwrrep—By an order 
made by Ont itty, J, dated May 10, it was ordered that € the syndicate be wound 
Hughes ry: Go, Budge row, solors for petner 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
KILBOURN REFRIGERATING Macutne Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up 
rey May 19, directed ¢ t. be heard before Bristowe, VO, on Wednesday, Gne 
at St Geners Hall, Liverpool Norris & Sons, Liverpool, solors for petners 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Broomine Rosk Lonae, Philanthropic Institution pentiy Society, New Ine, 
Pertholey. Abergavenny, Monmouth May 
LILY OF THE VALLEY LODGE OF THE ORDER OF Devine, Nae’s Head Inn, Kiln- 
wurst, am, von May 14 

MISTERTON Lg maf Unton Society, Red Hart, Misterton, Gainsborough, 

Nottingham May 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM, 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 2. 
ANDREWS, THOMAS, orth 3: - Withers Hoxton, Licensed waeteeiiar. June 2. Davies 
v Mortimer, N *.- thers, Queen st, sy 
LAWRENCE, ERAsMvs, y rd, Licensed Victualler ay 30. Newman v Law- 
es Pune, Vine J. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 
yd, Catherine st, Strand, Fruit Merchant. May 31. 
orth, J. Pickering, Leeds 
Gazette.—TUESDAY, M: 
y Seen 7. King v Clifford, 


BRAHAM, Fialitax, Manufacturer’s Salesman. June 2. Hebble- 
thwaite v Tarner, Chitty, J. Foster, Halifax 
London Constle Varney, Ma 
— oor Hill Court, Dodderhill, W: Soi ate, June 9, Atkins v 
, Stirling, J. eek Farnival’s inn. Holborn 
FESENMEYER, JOHN PHILIP, June 2. White v Merrill, Stirling, J. 
Momsen J Fuin's lan, 8t nee Y J Mott 
iN, JOHN, eoman. June 4, 
Mott, Stirling, J. Fraser & Co., Wisbech » scant 
London Gasette. —TUESDAY, May 13. 
yo mreny nn ty Medicine. Juneié. Garland v 


Tharpe, North, J. Morgan. Somerset st, Portman sq 
PESTERRE, AzBTHUR, St Aubyns, , ta Gent. et sone 17. Pesterre v 
WHITFIELD, PETER S Cuave, Der Hull, Snip Sete wy Kin; 
Chitty r. une 12, 
¥ Wilson, North, J. 5." Hodgson, Hull 4 i 
qneie cote Settee. © May 16. 
, THomas Higher Walton Preston, Veterinary Surgeon. 
June 14. Mawlter ¥ phan hg Preston. Banks . Penton 
ee it, tractor. June 9. Bilson v Palmer, 
Woxtiwarra, WiLL1M, Crutchedfriars, Wine Merchant. June 4. Ruth 
ford ¥ Woellwarth, North, J. Brett, New London st, Mark la: — 
London Gazette. TUESDAY. May 20, 
AEMSTRONG, GEORGE, Cannan. sasven. vou of 17. Harrison v 
parven & Simpson, Cockermo 
Prisey, MaTraew, St Ji in, Farmer. June 12, Allison v 
borough 


— Lincoin, 
Frisby, Registrar Percival, Peter 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAr™. 
LIonion Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 9. 
ASTLEY, LUCY, Clifton, Bristol. July 1. Crawley & Co, Whitehall pl 
Arzrson, Lucy, Queen’s rd, 8t John’s Wood. Junei4. Bartlett, Bush lane 
BaktLerr, JouN, Bade, Cornwall,Gent. June 2. Seldon, Barnstaple 
Beusizy, Wir114M, Aspley Guise, Beds. May 31. Allan, Furnival’s inn 
BetrrevD. Feawx Wrii1sm, New Malden, Surrey, Gent. June7. Newton & 


Co, Gt Mariborough st 
Busmor?, OLanwes Partirrs, Sinclair rd, Ramstaghen. Jane 7. Pyke & 


Bes Wieisase orks Wheatley Noss 8. Gracechureh 
Bortzy, Wrr114m, North , Notts y- -;, Jaly1. Mee & 
Reeapean Latuax caost Funct. King’s Bench walk, Temple, 


CHRISTOPHER N. 
Barrister atlaw. Juneis. Bartictt, 
Brown, Jans, apew Weald. June9. Oldman & Clabburn, Old Serjeant’s 


Buetos, General Wann, Dover. June’. Leighton, Clement’s inn 
Mazy Ayx, Gravelly hill, Aston, Warwick. June 9, Wood & Co, 
Canvun, LUE, Deeping St Nicholas, Lincs, Farmer. June 24. Maples & Son, 
Carseerr, Jsuns, Williton, Somerset, Builder. June 10, Page, Williton 
Cusaxy, Ieazetis AvoveTs, Kensington park gdns, June 12. Voss, Bedford 
Cuanan, Sosawman, Stebbing, Eosex. May 21. Wade & Co, Dunmow 
Oonner?, Bervonr, Gartside st, Manchester. June %. Schofield, Manchester 
Cowsrit, Cusztes Hzvxy, Laton, Beds,Gent. June7. Austin, Laton 
Onaio, Manrns, Macclesfield. June 10. May, Macclesfield 
Datzawat, Srerazy, Warbicton, Sussex, Farmer. dune 14, Coles & Oo, 


oo? = }, Little Love lane, Haq, J.P, June 16, Collyer & Davis, Pancras 


Davison, RoBEgtT, Belford, Northumberland, Gent. May 22. Percy, Alnwick 
aS Pleasington, nr Blackburn, Slate Merchant. June 12. Need: 
Mary ae ar gg Tufnell pkrd. June12. Yarde & Loader, Raymond 


Gray’s inn 
a. *-5 " or ALFRED CHARLES Do: Weat Malling, Kent, Solicitors’ 
“hon ay 8. Thacker & Co, Cheadle, Stoke on Tre’ 

DvuBBINS, EDWAED, ee 1d, Effra rd, Brixton, Gent. June 30. Buchanang 


Rogers. Basing 
Dee, er rannr Gaancan, Hove, Sussex, Esq. June 15. Upperton & 
Bacon, B nm 
ponrirs, . La ne grove, Newcastle upon Tyne. June1. Criddle, 
u 
HAYWARD, Matirpa, Buxton. Mayi5. Talbot & Watkins, Newtown 


am, ae Sunderland, Sharebroker. May 31. Graham & Shepherd, Sun. 

erlan 

———— Yousour, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Tobacconist. June 14. Bartlett, 
e 

Hit, Wi1114Mm, Watchfield, nr Highbridge, Somerset, Yeoman. June 18. Brice, 


Bridgwater 
Hotiineton, GzorGce. Woodford bridge, Essex, Esq. July 1. Fraser & Chris. 


Roanoen’ ty July 1. Walker, Halifax 

Huntse, Jogn, Pyriand rd, Highbury. Juneé. Rawlings, Walbrook 

JACKSON, CHARLES, Kingston upon Hull, Shopkeeper. July 1. Martinson, Hulj 
JONES, JOHN, Ll yn, Merioneth, Land Agent. May 23. Millard, Dolgelley 
Kina, Kate Sarau, Andover, Southampton. July1. Smith & Son, Andover 


KNOWLES, ANDREW, Swinton Old Hall, nr Manchester, Esq. June 30. Fullagar 
& “r Hulton, Bolton 
MACKENZIE, Gennes, Liverpool, Shipping Butcher. May 31. 


Liverpoo 
MarTuHER, Puma, Leytonstone, Essex. June 12. Stone & Co, Bath 
May, Joun, Rectory rd, Steke Newington, Hatter. June 16. Greig, Fenchurch st 
a, Witriam, Colville terr, Bayswater. June 14. Nelson, Godliman st, 


rs’ commons 
Moys, HERBERT, Liverpool, Master Mariner, May 31. Shatwell, Liverpool 
Vallance & Vallance, 


Murray, Exiza, Ashburnham rd, Chelsea, July 1. 
Essex st Brad 





Evans & (Co, 


nee igy, ak ark lane Ferndale rd, Harrow rd, Paddington. June 15. 
. ar. 

OrpD, Wrt1am, Somerton, Somerset, Brewer. Juneé6. Newman & 

Go, Yeovil, and and Clement’s-inu 

7 —— -— wy Croom’s hill, Blackheath. June 24. Sanderson 
oe, 7 ee Maria, Nice, France. June 10. Wadeson & Malleson, 
Prrrar, ROSALIE VALE, Redvliffe sq, South Kensington. June 2, Hopgood & 
PorHaM, Mary, Wedmore, Somerset. June 18, Brice, Bridgwater 


PRESTON, , Liwynynn Hall, nr Ruthin, Denbigh. June 10, 
Pugne & Frodsham, Li verpool 
Price, WILLIAM jan, Roehampton, Surrey, Sewing Cotton Maker. June 


TER, 
23. Phelps & Oo, Gresham st 
euzirre, pecan g oe Birmiogham. June 9. Hickman, Birmingham 


HARDSON, | es. Montague pl, Bedford sq. June 18. 
Perkins & le 
RICHARDSON, LUKE, es lige, Innkeeper. May 31. Buckley & Miller, Staly- 


Roperts, Rev WILLIAM, Liverpool, June 30. Jones & Milne, Liverpool 
RoBEBTSON, Joux, Rothbury, Northumberland, Merchant. June 14. Draw- 


RopERtson, JOSEPH y, Rothbury, Northumberland. June 14. Draw- 


Scarborough 
RoBERTSON, RacHEL, Scarborough. June14. Drawbridge, Scarborough 
a ABRAHAM, Stalybridge, Plasterer, May 31. Buckley & Miller, Staly- 
Rosrsom JOHN LippELL, Brighton, Esq. June 7. Tyrrell & Son, Raymond 
Wi , Gray's inn 
— FREDEBI seers Hill, Blackheath,Gent, June 24. Sander. 


aon, = 
Co, Queen Victo: 
Suawenten, Ann, Scarborough. Junei5, Birdsall & Cross, Scarbor.ugh 


omens -~ E1izaBetTH, Shipley, Yorks. June?7. Morgan & Morgan, Bradford 
STEPHENSON, ELIZABETH, Ulverston, June 24. Butler & Sons, Dalton in 
ererapssox, IssBELLA, Ulverston, June 24. Butler & Bons, Dalton in 
STEPHENSON, JOHN, Ulverston, Yeoman. June 2%. Butler & Sons, Dalton ia 


STEPHENSON, MARGARET, Ulverston, June 2. Butler & Sons, Dalton in Furness 
SrseruHEenson, THOMAS 2 Bpcoxsas, Ulverston, Banker’s Clerk. June 2%. Butler 


Seong. Dalton 
ee Jonny, eee in Furness, Dock Master. Juneis. WNalder, Barrow 


oven, Ann, Scarsdale Villas, Kensington. June 16, Hartley, Settle, Yorks 
TuEpD, Anw Susan, Teignmouth, Devon. July 19. Woolley, Gt Winchester st 
Tuomas, EDWAED Onort GReeNnWAY, Oharing Cross. June 14. Bartlett, Bush 


THoMaSs, SAMUEL, Haverfordwest, Draper. June9. James, Haverfordwest 





Unengwoce, by og Joum, Luton, Beds, Straw Plait Merchant’s Manager. 
iykes, H 
Urrerson, ExizanerTu, Chippenham, Wilts. June 12. Wood & Awdry, Ohip- 


UrrEneon, JaMxEs, Chippenham, Wilts, Gent. June f Wood & Awdry, 


WALLS, Poncrvat, Oroydon, Gent. June10. Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sqr 
Warrens, Annig, Hotel 8t James, Paris. June6, Hinde & Co, Manchester 
Watton, Rupzcoa, Brackley, Northampton, May 2. Pellatt, Banbury, 


Was, Soenas, Hartfield rd, Wimbledon, Builder. June 14. Bartlett, Bush 


Wenper Anna, Wet Monkton, nr Taunton. June 16, Sweet & Son, Tannton 
Waagpes, Win Wu11114M, Penny Bridge, Ulverston, Gardener. May 31, Woodburne, 
Wnhurrz, Yount East Retford, Notts, Grocer. July1, Mee & Co, Retford 


Wuirz, Epwarp Corston, Bedminster, Bristol, Innkeeper. July 6. Dix, 





Bristol 


Brovg 


CLoue 


1890. 


Sema. 

, Alnwick 

12. Needs 
r, Raymond 
j, Solicitors’ 
Buchanan & 
Upperton & 
1. Oriddle, 


n 
»herd, Sun. 


. Bartlett, 
€ 18. Brice, 
r & Chris. 





c 
nson, Hulj 
, Dolgelley 
ndover 
Fullagar 
ans & Co, 


church st 
liman st, 
srpool 

Vallance, 
5. Brad. 
lewman & 
Sanderson 
Mallegon, 
opgood & 


June 10, 
er. June 
mingham 
June 18, 
or, Staly- 
1 
. Draw. 
Draw. 
h 
r, Staly- 
aymond 
Sander. 
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WrLs0n, MICEARD 1 eease Gerona, Sheffield, Stcck Broker. June £0. Gould 


dion enes®’ fren Fenchurch st, Solicitor. June 16. Lucas & Son, Fenchurch st 
WYLDE, Hzwey, Harrington gdns, oot Kensington. Mus. Doc Cantab. June 
Hindle & Hobrow, Coleman s 
London ie aE May 13. 
ApaMs, CAROLINE, Leamington Priors. July 8. Field & Sons, Leamington 
BovcoH, HannaH, Aspatria, Cumberland. Juiy1. Dobinson & Watson, Carlisle 
, EDWARD Lawson, Wether. Cumberland, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 


Dobinson & Watson, Carli 
Baown, ¥ be Brigham, ere and, Gent. June 16. Plummer, Cocker- 


eueinanen. Rev. RoBERT DuRANT, Millbrook, Southampton. July 1. Stanton 


Bassett, Southampton 
pat, hey Trowbridge, Wilts. May 27. Mann & Rodway, Trow- 


ri 
ae , ELIZABETH ANNE, Drayton gardens, South Kensington, June 10. 


Wheatly & Oo, New inn, Stran 
Cumminas, EpMuND, Kendal, Corn Merchant. June17. Moser & Sons, Kendal 


EASTyOOD, bg hg nO Foot, em retired Uorn Merchant's 
FEgLTON, jou J OSEPE. Old st, St Luke's. “ys uly1. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 
ForBES, JOHN, Bath, Esq. June24. Grover & Humphreys, King’s Bench walk, 
Ham, Many, Wells. June9. Newman & Co, Yeovil and Clement’s inn, Strand 
HOnsy, Lima Wits, Plymouth, Uarpenter. June 24, Rundle & Martin, 
Devonpo: 
i Otley, Yorks, Surveyor. June 23, Simpson & Denham, 


HORSMAN, S 
Hussy, EMILY, Folkestone. June 24. Hussey, Cornhill 
JENNINGS, JaMIn THOMAS, Stanningley, Yorks, Top Maker. May 9. 


BEN. 
Harrison & Lupton, Leeds 
METOALFE, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Priater. June 20. Needham & Co, Man- 


Miner, Witt1aM, Worston Hall, ur Stafford, Gent. Juve 30. .Greatrex, Staf- 
siiwaen. ELIZABETH OLARK, FrechGald rd, nr Formby, Lancs. June 21, 
Thornely & Cameron, Live: 
PARKER, WILLIAM H&NNESSEY, ~ Hants, retired Captain R.N. May 1. 
Dummer, Southsea 
Pammay, ALICE AMELIA, Kilburn Priory. June 27. Lindus & Bicknell, Cheap- 
WILLOUGHBY BREARE STILL, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor. June 30. 


aa. 
e & Eyre. Golden sq 
BL, Reigate, Surrey, Esq. June 30. G. Carter Morrison, Reigate, 


and 94, ean 
RIGBY, mary Oe CLAUDIUS, ent pl, Walham Green, Butcher. June 19. 


ount & Son, Gracechurch 
Roserts, Mavricz Davin, Rhyl, Solicitor. Junei. Rees, Denbigh 


Suarro, EVELYNE Mary, Springfield rd, St John’s:Wood. June 24. Oollyer- 

Bristow & Oo, Bedford row 
SuitH, JOHN wee. | Northumberland, Forge Master. July1. Hoyle & 
ILLIAM CHARLES, Stapleton, Glos,Gent. June9. Sinnott & Spofforth, 








’ 


Cc Newcastle on 
SIYCH ou, Wrursant 
Tayror, Isaac, Salford, Grocer. June 3, Sutton & Co, Manchester 
Taytor, ZACHARIAH, Hyde, Chester, Foreman Gasfitter. July 15. Brownson, 


e 
Waurens, AnntE, Hotel St James, Paris. June6é. Hinde & Co, Manchester 
Watson, Mary, Endsleigh grdns. June 24, Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Wess, ANN Mari4, Salisbury. June 9. Hoddings & Jackson, Salisbury 
wag untet re tah good amt, Upper Westbourne terr. Aug 9. Hallowes & 

ter, bedford 1 
rOUS USE, Epw. > Rensington ore, Major in H. M. Army. June 12, 
"Fuuows & Ri mg ‘Lancaster pl, Strand 
London Gaz‘tte.—F R1DAY, May 16. 
Acrow, Joun Rosset, Cromwell st, b Mounstow, retired Builder. June 97. Schultz 
& Son, South square, Gray’s in 
pee i FREDEBICE, ted Cross rd, Licensed Victualler, Juiy1. Eagleton 
& Son, Chancery Jan 
BaRWELL, JOHN, Notingham, Oab Proprietor. August 1. Truman, Notting- 
Bowens, James, Hawarden, Fiint, Esq. June 17. Dixon & Linnell, Man- 
ry 
BrovaHton, THOMAS, Eccleshiil, Shopkeeper. June 30. Tunnicliffe, Bradford 
Bupp, E1LizaBeTH ANN, Winchester. June 24. Scotney & Shenton, Win- 


CHILDERS, FRanczs, Doncaster. June 30. Baxter & Co, Doncaster 

CLoveu, ExizanpetH, Manningham, Bradford. June 14. Rhodes, Bradford 
Coox, Josuva, Huddersfield, Joiner. June 2i. Wilmshu:st, Huddersfield 
Dopgit, WILLIAM, or ALFRED Osage Dogma, We West . Metink, , Kent, Solicitor's 


Olerks. Junes8 Thacker 0, Oheadle, 
DOUBELL, Ly Lingfield, ce. Land Risvetec: Jane %. Minet & Co, 


King Wi st 
Easton Bhs East Sheen, Surrey, Baker. June 97. Schultz & Son, South | 


sq, Gray’s inn 
Epwanos, JANE, Tanbridge Wells. July 1. Cripps & Son, Tunbridge Wells 








Cromp 
| SHARP, Teun Southwick, Sussex, Shipowner. Juneé. Cockburn, Brighton 
| Guew,, Wea Poanom, Chobham, Surrey, Barrister. June 2. Carleton & 





Gayize, James, Hackney rd, Baker. June #. E. W.& R, Oliver, Corbet ct, 
tt $25 Lincoln's tan Belden , Civil Engineer. June 14. Field 
wm — oe st ” “4 
Hara, GxrorGE, Yetminster, Dorset, Gent. July 1. H 8 and S Watts, 
Hrroson, Veh mor Manchester, Calico Priater. July 15. Chadwick & Sons, 
Hotmgs Matiipa, Upton, nr Birkenhead. June 20. Field & Oo, Liverpool 
Hous, Wa Wit114M Joun, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Licensed Victualler. 


Layton & Co, B: row 
Huawei Ane, Boston, Lincs. June 80. Branson & Son, Sheffield 


| Hupson, Epwarp, East Cliff, Sheffield, Merchant. June 20, Turnbull & Co, 


Hurtcutnson, Isaac, Crosby Rovenswerth, Westmoreland, Farmer. June 17. 
Little & Lamonby, Pearith 
Horton, JAMES FREDERICK, Manchester, Merchant. Jane m, Higson & Son, 


Invixe, CHARLES, Tonbridge, Surgeon. May 8i. Preston, Tonbridge 
JACKSON, JAMES, Dudley, Wheelwright. July i, Rollason, Birmingham 
JEFFERIS, HENRY, Manchester, Merchant. June 18. Higeon & Son, Manchester 
Commas, Beware, Staveley, Westmoreland, Esq. June 18. Greenbank, Ser- 
ean Fleet s 
KENYON, FREDERICK ox Ouannte, Sirininghen, Menihent, June i6. Buller & Co, 
ER, JOHN WILLIAM, enone i Stoke Newington, Gent. July 1. 


Bridgman & W: 
orth, Gent. June 20. Quinn & Sons, 


LOWNE, Faapastox Witi2ax, Conyers vd, Strenthas. June 2i, Dubois & Co 


MATHEWS, ave, ee Se » Dorset, House Porter. June i4. Keily, Moly- 

McPHERSON, THomas, Brighton, Gent. June 10. Huds)n, Furnival’s ian 
ag | es Strand, Portmanteau Salesman. June 16. Spencer 

Mor encase, Semmes, Laveigest, Lankepen. June 13. Fryer, Preston 

MoreGan, ELLEN, Carnarvon. May 3i. Owen & Griffith, Carnarvon 


wae ~>—-—ypemend Havod Sketty Park, Glam. June 2. Beor & Co, 
Burangeat, Sama, Grittleton rd, Paddington. July 18 Tamplin & Co, Fen- 
NEWBOLD. ALFRED EDWIN, Goswell oO J 

wiles A rd, Optician. June 30. Letts Rrothers 
OXLEY, XLBY, ANNA MARGARET, Turners Hill, Sussex. June2. Upton & Co, Austin- 


Parma, Sent Bao, Meckienbungh og, Hg. June 3, F. J. & G. J. Braiken- 


Rea, Whitin Hany, orlton on Medlock, Manchester, Wheelwright Sept 
Ruseiti, Mane teem bean ussex. June 24. Albery & Lucas, Midhurst 


ty bincaln’sina folds” On en June 2. Busk & Oo, 
Rursrorp, Lucy Letitia, Bournemouth. June 90. Busk & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


HABSIns, Whimple, Devor, Yeoman. June 1%. Gould 


ton, Exete 


row 
SHUTTLEWORTH, JOHN, Pudsey, Yorks, Painter. June 30. Tunnicliffe, Bradford 
Smiru, JosEPH, Handsworth, Staffs,Gent. June24. Smith & Oo, Birmingham 
Te Coenen, Gloucester ter, Regent’s pk, Esq. June 24. Minet & 
Srznce, JOHN Simon, Sutton, Surrey. June 30, Ooote & Ball, Oursitor st 
Stewakt, Exiza BueceEss, Barnstaple. July i. Bencraft & Bosson, Barnstaple 
SuTHERS, HENRY, Ipswich, Hardware Dealer. July 12. Birkett & Ridley 
Syxes, Frep, Rastrick, Yorks, Innkeeper. June i4. Sykes, Huddersfield 
at Wi Luge, Caversham rd, Kentish Town. June19, Digby, Bishopsgate 
or General Sic EDWARD WOLSENHOLME, K.C0.M.G, Lowndes 
mr nee Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s ” 
WATKINS, caenee, Chepstow, Mon, Surgeon. June 2. Wood, New sq, Lin- 
WHuire, THOMAS, Noel st, Islington, Lighterman. May 31. Robinson & Co 
Woop , Skewsby, Yorks, Stonemason. June1s. H. W. & R. Pearson, 


Workwan, ETH, Hampden st, Harrow rd. June 16, Spencer & Co 














am a house have! he Sanity arrangements thorouhly examined by an expert 
he Ventilation fore dail Vic 


fom tories, Westminster Estab Tat), was cies ankemtale 








Gay, J rd, N J 1 riffith, Old 
AY roa BJ suet, Gharieloes ew Oross, Gent. June 16, Griffith | rave 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. oe Moab , Spones tari Gro, WILLLn RIVERS, Carrier Win- 
London Gasette—F RIDAY, May 16. Ry ay Hg enn 
RECEIVING ORDERS. ay 14 Ord raat Boaltry “4 turer Court een, Clap 


Alar, sed Bot Ay eat n Apel a Hom, Bove Free, Builder oa yor, Ord May 


Pet 
Pot Ma May 12 ett 19 


Canterbury 
Watters. b Pai ere Fore. 


oi aoe hae 


malin geiestaal 





= Croydon Pet h aa tam, Bare ~— 
“Benes Nene 
"i Saat ay | 


Court Pasar va 
"oS _auaneor, Wz Pay Ohara sc 
ee ee We a tort 


soar CAAT ESR 


Hor, [woMas ALFRED, Bilston, Staffs, late Beor- 
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ae Wolverhampton Pet May 10 


house 
Ord May 
J Ay inbinsn, Lianidloes, i omery- 
s Family Grocer Newtown ay 12 


lwansea, Iron Merchant Swansea 


OHN, late Porche — grds, 
Bayswater High Court Pet March 27 Ord 


May 14 

Lgeacu, Epwin Taytor, Dorchester, Baker Dor- 
chester Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

LEacoMan, J Waiofieet St Mary, Lincs 
a Victualler Boston Pet May’ 13 Ord 


LUKE, Faanensox ArTuuR, Southampton, Up- 
holeterer Southampton’ Pet May 13° Ord 


Many, EET HARTLEY. ye te Commercial 
Traveller Dewsbury Pet Mayi3 Ord May 13 
ABRAHAM GEORGE, Portsea, gy Outfitter 
Portsmouth Pet Mayi2 Ord May 
Henry THOMAS, Cambri iis. Coal 
a Clerk Cambridge Pet Mayi4 Ord 


JaMES FOTHERGILL, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Tailor Newcastle on Tyne PetMayi3 Ord 


ae W., Nottingham, Road Contractor Not- 

tingham Pet April 17 Ord May 13 
MoncRierr, BARBARA, Cock seunenth, Cumberland, 
Milliner Goehermnsutte Pet May 13 Ord May13 
Henry Gezorcs, late of Liverpool, 


Ord May ee Liverpool Pet May 12 
—_ WriamM, Weymouth, Manager of 
eymouth Ind Co-operative Society’s 


lustrial 
Stores Dorchester Pet May 13 13 Ord May 13 
. FRANCIS, ene Tailor Canterbury 
Pet May 12 Ord May 


Sroxs, JaMeEs, Watford + 2 Peinter St Albans 
Pet M * Ord May 13 
aa, =. -» Warwick st, st, 
Wien Geet “Bot iherch 18 Ord 


WaAtxER, Mary, and Epwarp GEORGE WALKER, 
Weston ey, Staffs, and Newcastle under 
M ~~ eee Stoke upon 


Secretary an: iy Meeener c f Seo b 
ofa ‘0 er 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 y 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
THomas, May 23 at 8 
Of Ree, 22, Park row 
THomAs, Leeds. Buteher May 23at11 Off 


Rec. 22, Park row 
THOMAS, Cu rd,Chairmaker June 3 at 
12 33, Carey st. Lincoln's inn 
yf rd, + ~~jreme 
Hgrsricu, Newman st, poe bed ge st, Boot- 
maker May 2%ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CLAYTON, yt — May 23 at 2.30 
Off Rec 14, Chapel st, Pres 
RY, Leeds, Soler May 23 at 12 Off 
Rec, 92, Park row, — 
y Cross, Derbyshire. 


s H=yey, 
Baker “May 23 23 at 1.20 bh * Hotel, Cheste atfield 
Dakvitt, Rr , oo , Bricklayer May 24 
at3 1, St Aldai Aldate’s, Ox 

Jous THOMAS a Cornwall, ae 

May 23.at 11.0 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Trur 
GaRnyer, Wir11am Tuomas, sen, Willenhall, Staffs, 
peg = ad June 10 at 12° Off Rec, St Peter’s 


olver 
Hagpy, Joseru #Tzerz, Nottingha: 
tactarer May2%ati2 Off Rec, St 


walk, Nottingbam 
Hares. Jamss, Colchester, Butcher 
Hgeerse, 


eee 
me 


Lace Manu- 
‘eter’s Church 


May 23 at 11 


Watter Bewszamrs Joseru, The 
~—— Olman May 23 at 2 95, 


je 
Newport, Mon, Tea 

Dealer’ Mey 24 % at 11 “On Ree, « Council chbrs, 

Corn st, Newport 


Cuakizs Epwarp Gttrert, Clifton, 
Draper May 22 at 3.20 Off Rec, Bank 


chbrs, 
Tuomas Syow, Leamington, Grocer May 
Matz Of Hee, 17, Herttord st, Covent, 
mera usyest, Ltoanned Vi 
wee erie . Victoria st, Liverpool 
James Hvyt, Willenhall, Seeks, 
we Ss June ii at 11.15 Off Rec, Bridge 


Lianidlces, omery- 
> Soo May Batt Off Rec, ig Fer a 
Ons Exwakp, Aberavon, Glam, Grocer May 
93 at 12 Off Rec, 97, Oxtord st, Swansea 





Jomns, Rover, Sw Iron Merchant May 24 at 
12 Of Ree, 97, Ostord st, 8 Roanete 

JOHN CHARLES Dental #ur- 

gecn June 5at2 Of thee Os, ietoria st, Liver- 


Loxg, Frepexicx An7THvn, soapy ey 
holeterer May 2 at 11 Off Rec, 4 x, 


ean ges Grones, Portsea, Naval Outfitter 
Zatz ions at, Portses 


rawden cane, a. "Osten Waste 

aS at 1.20 xchange Hotel, 

ie wits, be pate 2 23 at 
Rec, A, 


Ma 
mu" irae, Giaaaars, Be 
JAMES F 








HARLES, Southport, Plumber May 29 


Tailor May 27 at 2.30 Of Reo, Pink iene, i 

or May 27a poond 

castle on Tyne : 

MEATS, WILLIAM, Clacton on Sea, Essex, Engineering 
Contractor May 23 at 11.30 Townhall, Colches- 


ter 

Morris, ARTHUR, sen, Carlton, Notts, General 
Carter May Batil Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingham 

OEXLE, HENBY _ Le stone, Com: 


yton mercial 
a May 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s 


PARKER, CoLEMAN SoLomon, White St, Rote. 
Fish Salesman May 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Puce, Henry, West Felton, nr Oswestry, Bn 
Grocer May 23at3.15 Queen’s Hotel, 
RATCLIFFE, HENRY GEORGE, aed of Liverpod . 
Theatrical Comedian May [29 at 2 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria eo 6 ee 
SaLTERN, W YY, Plymouth, Grocer May 
23 at 11_10, Athenzeum terr. Pipes outh 
Seymour, Henry, Newington Green rd, Sign Writer 
May 29 at1 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn fields 
= FREDERICK Halt, Winchester Zone, Old 
Broad st, Director of the Spyder Dynamite Pro- 
jectile Co, Ltd May 28 at 2.30 33, ona st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
onmenee, GrorGE. Gt Yarmouth, Grocer May 24 at 
1 ft Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
mee WALTER Davin, Swansea, Grocer May 26 
at 230 taka 7 del Oxford st, Swansea 


# , Finan- 
cial Agent May 28 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

WHITTAKER, WILLIAM, Warrington, Fishmonge: 
May 23 at 11.45 Court house, Upper Bank st st, 
Warrington 

WILLIAMS, JOHN ARNOLD, bag rd, Old Kent rd, 
Dealer in House May29at 11 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wyatt, GEORGE Henry, Amyand Park rd, Twicken- 
ham, Builder May 29 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s ion fields 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ApaAMs, GEORGE THoMmas, Milton, nr iguaygin. 
Hants, hy ete Southampton Pet May 5 
Ord yi 

ATKINSON, , Leeds, Chemist Leeds Pet 
May9 Ord May 12 

Bearpon, Witt1aM HENRY LENDON, Liverpool rd, 
tolington, Coachbuilder High Court Pet May 6 


BECKWITH, " Saw, Stockton on Tees, Engineer 
Stockton on Tees Pet March 27 Ord April 30 
BEVIS, JAMES FREEMANTLE, Salisbury. Journeyma' 
bury Pet May 18 Ora May 13 


er Tunbridge 


yl 

Bown, WaLrse, Surbiton, Surrey, Joiner Kiogston 
Pet May 5 Ord May 10 

Bricut, Witt1AM HEnkry, Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, 
oon fitter High Court Pet April 9 Ord 

ay 13 

CHARLESWORTH. FREDERICK CORDER, snd RICHARD 
Srumoys CHARYESWORTH, ee ie ld, Joiners 
Sheffield Pet April24 Ord May 

CLaytTos, THOMAS, D, Builder "eaten Pet 
May2 Ord May 13 

OROAD, REGINALD JAMES, 
Croydon Pet Mayi2 Ord 


Heres, ent, Grocer 
ay 1 
DARVILL, RICHARD, Ayles 


3 Bricklayer Ayles- 


DAVIES, JAMES, og, Carnarvonshire, Master 
Mariner Portmadoc Pet Ma Ord Ma 

Dickin, GzORGE Price, and mae BENJAMIN 
DickIn, ets Farmers Wrexham Pet 
Mseyi3 Ord 13 

EDWAEDS, EDWARD  Puomas Watkins, Abergavenny, 


on, Superannuated yy tard of Excise 
Trede Pet May 12 Ord May 
ELison, WILLIAM Se aes Sunderland 
Pet April % Ord Ma 
FILEMAN, ewer. te ly ro specter High 
rt Pet May? 


GOLDMAN, Morris, Romford | Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Hatrorp, WIL1iAM, Albert sq pham rd, late 
Managing Director of the 4 houth wark Fonater 
Co. Limited High Court Pet May 14 Ord 


14 
acereenn, Joun G, 


, Arlington pk, Turn noms 
7 aed Droution’ Pet March 10 
Haxpensom, Rovert, Jarrow, : as 
~/. Te Newcastle on Tyne pe ty 


ee Bewsamin Joszru, The Bur- 
rouse, i Hendon, Oilman Barnet Pet May 7 


Horan, Great St Helen’s, 
Fiat Court Pet April 21 


Fm a Morchant 
Hues, a, Jo, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 
"et May 1 d May 13 
we and James H 

+ pes ‘ 


ust, Willenhall, Bilston, 
me ‘oml Masters Walsall Pet May 7 Ord 
Jugme. Same Imnay, and E gut Zoqase Homer Rer- 
nchester, 


Lamce, 

coli Hehe Dalen eee ve 
, , sen, nr 

8 Labourer Stourbridge Pet 


Sy 
April 2 Ord 













Py 


LEACHMAN, JOHN, WainfleetSt Mary, Lin cs. Licensed 
Victualler Boston ter May 12 1 OFa) May 18 
‘April 28 O1 Ord . ~ 


LUKE, FREDERICK thampton, pho 
— pence Sura Bot Mae as "Ord 
Marks, ABRAHAM GEORGE, Being Naval Ou tee 
samen Chuan South — PI er 
pool —s April 14 an _ lie 


MATTHEWS, HENRY 
ae Olerk 


14 
MoFakLing, JAMES FOTHERGILE, Newcastle-on. 
ons ‘Taslor Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 
MonorrsFrr, BARB Cockermouth, 
no ARA, ou! Cumber 


THOMAS, 


Coal 
Genbetiins Pet es a 


y 14 On 























































Cockermouth Pet May is Ord mr 








Munpay, CHartes Ropert, New Wandsw 








re Builder Wandsworth Pet April 10 









PEMEL:, Epmunp, Stock Exc’ e, Stockbro! 
High Court Pet Feb 27 ond Mae 14 “ 
me ARTH alsall, Butcher Walsall Pet 


UR, Wi 

9 Ord May 12 

Paton, ALFRED. Coventry, JAcsneed Victualler 
. Theatrical 























oe, Pet April is Ord May 
median Liverpool Pet May 12 Grd aoe, 12 





TCLIFFE, YY GEORGE, Tivenes 
Sruvpson, ARTHUR WILLIAM CRAWFORD, Bi 
street. n Pet den 











Commission t h Court 
8 Ord May 12 — 
FRahors,, Fol Petintene, Tailor Oanterbury 






















May 1 
EORGE, Great Tesmneieth, Grocer Great 
th Pet Apr26 Ord May 13 

W.. atwick st, Regent ot st, i= 
Sia High Court Pet 


Lis, RICHARD, Stafford rd, Upton noe Builder 
“High Court et i. 6 Ord May 












WELLER, GEORGE, 8S BS aa Gas Manw 
fa Mari2 Pet May& 
Ww: aD ke roan Mar 


ket, Fish Salesm an 


1 

Wyatt GEORGE HENRY, late Aageed Park rd, 
Twickenham, Builder High Court Pet Marit 
Ord May 13 




















































ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Marx, GgoRGE HotroypD, Sowerby Bridge, York 
shire. Mason Halifax Adjud Nov 28, 1885 Annul 


April 21 
McEvoy, FRaNcis, Lancashire, Clothes 
age Dacaiey Bay’ Aug 20, 1889 Annu 
ay 1 


Maseek, Remmee Gas RGE, Farningham, Kent, 
Keeper Rochester Adjud Jane a 6, 1888 A 
May 12 

London Gazette.—TuxspDAY, May 20, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BENNETT, THOMAS WALDRON, Lowestoft, Boatowner 





Gt Yarmouth Pet May6 Ord May 17 
BJOREMAN, bas Little Aiba bany at t’s par 
Tim 4 Merchant High Court Pet yis O 


May 
Baraos, Sesene, and Joun Bricas, Preston, Book- 
sellers Preston Pet May 16 Ord May 15 
CHAMBERS, GEORGE, Broadway, 
High Court Pet May 16 
CowiE, GEORGE FREDERICK Guumien, Middles- 
po gine Middlesborough Pet May 16 
re 


Coy. wake. Skirbeck, Lincs, Thrashing Mackie 
Owner Boston Pet May 16 16 Ord Mey 16 
Opa'ta, WILLIAM NICOL, urseryman 
Kendal Pet May17 Ord May 17 
Divoy, JOHN, Padihbam, Lancs, Oonfectioner 
Burnley Pet April30 Ord May 15 
E, SARAH JANE, Gt Grimsby, late Licensed 
Victualler Kiogston upon Hull Pet ar 2% 


Ord May 15 
Joun Hewry, Norwich, late Dealer in Hay 

Norwich Pet May 16 Ord Ma: 

FITZGERALD, JOSEPH PARSON, - Surrey, 
Timber Merchant Guildford and Godalming 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

GuorGE, DAVID, Capel Fgnbe Innkeeper 
Carmarthen Pet May 16 Ord May 

Grirriw, coum East Stonehouse, Deven, Oommer- 
cial t Stonehouse Pet May 16 


HanreEr, May Io Joun, Gilmorton, jaeten, Butcher 
Leicester Pet May 14 Ord May 


HoimE, JOHN Oarrin ton, Notts Clerk of 
Cont _ ae Works Nottingham Pet May 16 Ord 
ome 
outh, I. W, tcher New- 
stport and ays 5 Ses aay “Ova My 
JACOBY ailor High 


Janne a nett > Ord a sling Betcher Sunni 
Tams, wanse utcher Sw 
Pot May 14 Ord Mey it 


Jo "3, TH of ti wish Process 
NES ay ergs eens ire, 


6 Ord 
KyYEzonr, Bexsaacer, Gutheriends tie mR, td 
eo ~ Court Pet May i "Ord May if 


— or winxete seh ay One thay it 
| a ewe Ae Bath, Lodale gure Keeper Bat 


Maxpasm, ot SEDER, - — en, Jobmastert 
MAyouAn, 


sae Reel et 


Ord 16 
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VALUATIONS. 
DIAMONDS, PEARLS, SILVER PLATE, & COINS 





——_—___s 


ACCURATELY VALUED for PROBATE or otherwise, or PURCHASED for Cash if desired. 


APPOINTMENTS MADE IN LONDON OR COUNTRY. 


SPINK & SON, GOLDSMITHS ano SILVERSMITHS, 


2, 


GRACECHURCH STREET, 


CORN HILL, 


LONDON, E.C. 


Established 1772. Under the Patronage of H.M. the Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.8. 


Telegrams—SPINK, LONDON. 


Telephone 1327. 








THE LAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED 


Heap OFFice: 9, Serle-street, Siuacitoten, , Lenton. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY, 


L—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, 
fravellers, and others; also Bonds on 


dators and Receivers under the —_ Court, and all persons holding 


a) where required ; 

—LUNACY v0OM MMITTEES’ BONDS 

: —ADMIN 
11.~AD IMIRALTY BAIL BON 

1I.-MORTGAGE INSURANCES otte effected. 


iven on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 
of Trustees 


anted. 
into at moderate rates. 


LIMITED. 





CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 





TRUSTEES : 





OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


in Bankruptcy, Liqui 
overnment for Debenture and other 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTIOE GRANTHAM. 


Ve DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS insured. 
V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURES, &c. The 8 Society acts as Trustee 


Loans. 
USTEESHIP. The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
either in. existing Trusts or in those to manne 


| vit. eS GUARANTEED BD ia 
I1.—CONTRACTS GUARANT 


pty 
special Prospectus.) 
t defect gees same). 
(as to due performance) 


For further particulars apply to the Head tein’, Pe above, or to any of the alee - 


Crvy oem: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. EDINBURGH: 53, George-street, DUBLIN: 11, Westmorelani-street. 
18, Royal Exchange-square. LIVBRPOOL: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. MANCHESTER: 51, King-street. 


BRIsTOL: 31, Clare-streect. GLascow : 


BIkMINGHAM: 104, Colmore-row, 








SURREY. 
of the Executors of the late James Hall, 


|, 


situated on und 

in the Be wy of er 
uamaisen parte of the ung oS of Surrey, 2} 
from Horley Station on the main Brighton 
four milesfrom Reigate, five from Redhill and 
ley, with excellent modern residence over- 


FE 
zt 


BE 


pr park-like lands, and contain- 
ample accommodation for a family; capital 
, coachhouses, wer laundry, kitchen and 
together with entrance lodge, three 
Seer There is an abundant 
of water, which is conveniently laid on to 
outbuildings, yards, and meadows. The 
ich is in the centre of a good hunting 
a for ite size oteate eanpuaily o- 
compact, w good frontages 
ana leon its elevated position com- 
ive views over the surrounding 
There is an ornamental wood, which, 
about 16 acres, and the 


it 





Ur 


a 


of te rather over # TS The | 
in hand, and 


Vis emer WATNE) & SONS | 
instructed to 

nana"? Tokeshiouse-yard, ©. on THURSDAY. | 

JUNE 12, at TWO peovtatt y (unless an acceptable 

made), the above charming PHO- | 


)» 
SURETY which ton be pierced tn kn 
gm Beige acta, Fa et cle 


sale, ma: 
be obtained of Messrs. Rowland & Srotcetny 
Solicitors, 102, High-strect, Croydon; at the Mart ; 


and (with py B % view) of the Auctioneers, No. 33, 
Poultry, London, E C. 


Pa db BERKSHIRE. 


By eter of the will of the late J. 
Coles Web, Ba Bag —Freehoud and hold Acc »m- 
modation Lands, with cottage ce, offices, 
et gaeten. com in all about 40 acres, with- 
three miles ord on the Great Western 
Railway..and adj the estates of the Rev. 
G. Pa on ea Fo Gath, Mrs. 

~o ”" f ; 
Lord oe 


, and 
. DANIEL WATNEY & sons | 
are instructed to wy ty above T eee err | 


—An attractive wieeine Estate, kaown as 
a sloping to 
riey, in one of the 


ing the well-ke t lawns and pleasure grounds | 
Pp Pp er 8 


eentmins 
erty being rather over i the total area | 


Sanct 
wast; and of the Auctioneers, 33, Poultry, London, 





SURREY and SUSSEX. 
| Compact Freehold Sporting Betas, Dose essing many 
fine sites. situate in a 'Wisbor f Alford, Cran- 
leigh, Rudgwick, - Vishorongh-green, 14 mile 
from Baynards and Stations on the 
Horsham and Galldfont bes 4 of L.B. and 8.C. 
Railway, about 10 miles from Horsham, 11 from 
Guildford, and 32 from Brighton, in one of 
the most picturesque parts of the two counties, 
and known as affording sume of the best shooting 


in bapa — of oo as weil as b withia 
oor poe. of 6 estate 

udes the ‘arms nbn a as P. hurst, Butcher 
House, Upper and Lo ouse. Whites, 


| Waterbridge, Ivelle, Songhurst, Brick-kila, Spy 
and Lonesome, with comfortable farmhouses an 
tural buil the Pephurst Brick and Tile 

orks, the Sir er Tichborne beer-house. 
several cot gardens, and orchards, and 
numerous enclosures of excellent arable pasture, 
meadow, and a wnt a laces a Is hg woodland, 


extending o 
MW 28388. DANIEL. WATNE EY & & ‘SONS 
} 4 are instructed by the Trustees acting under 
{pes wills of the late Jonah Corer: Mat. , and the late 


to for SALE by 
AUCTION, at , MART, reKTWO procin E.C, 

| on THURSDA gUee. 12, at TW 

| above Desirable "FREEHOLD usta fe in ite er = 

| poe or in oe, et the whole is previously sol 

| y. 











e pro hemo may be viewed on ieplestion to 

| John ann, the bailiff (whose address is Pallinghurst 

| Farm, Alford, Sen urst, Lp yh and partioalars, | and 
with plans and c f sale, may be obtained | in 
of Mesers. Ford, = it, & Michelmore, 

| me geal 4, Bloomsbury. square, W.C.; at the 
Mart; and ot the Auctioneers, 33, Poultry, London, | 








| By ord POTTER'S BAR, MIDDLESEX. mit of 
| er vam 6 
} tin, in a 1 “Grealtny position, and com. 





MART, 
- gad on THURSDAY, JUNE 12, at TWO | 


with plan and conditions of 
Solicitors, 2, 


of 


Messrs. Lee, Bolton, & Lee, 





ormeniental park-like 
aoc, oh shoek th cane. 
which vecuples the on i site on the property, 


room, con- 
| servatory, ton | bed and dressing offices ; a Pine 


mary, Westminster; of Messrs. Clutton, Sur- | 
veyors, 9, Whitehali-place, Westmiaster; at the | 


Seetet stabling, coachman’ s and gardener’s 
cottages, farmery and other accommodation. The 
gardens and grounds are beautifully plauted with 
matured ornamental trees and shrubs, and the 
| kitchen gardens and 
nature. The cohnte is onl 
Potter’s ——— aie (S. 
London is goomes te fast trains in twenty minutes. 
a ossesses extensive main road frontages, and 
now enjoying cpacattona! resident advan- 
tages, bre bp neem for fitimete building purposes is an 
mportan 
ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FL : 
are instructed t o OFFER the above im 
ant RESIDENTIAL “DROPERTY. b AUOT. ON, 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., os WEDNES: 
DAY, JUNE 18, 1890, aus TWO o’clock in the after. 


noon 20m precisely. 
pariicalars of Messrs. Frere, Forster, & Co., 
saiuites 28, coln’s inn-fields, W.0.; at _the 
Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Dotteewees, Lin- 
coln’s- inn, W.C., and Watford, Herts 


Wren 34 SA LE. E, by Private Treaty.— Wiltshire, 
arish of Oorsley, within four miles of 

the as. — and stations of Warminster and 
Prowse, st aos pp one hour by rail from Bath, Bristol, 
d Salis a d three hours from London.—Ths 
OORS Aye OUSE ESTATE, tithe free, a highly- 
valuable Freehold Residential aud Sporting Property, 
oe nea = oe taal By zeppointed and attractive 
y House, standing in 4 





meadows are of a productive 
ten minutes’ walk from 
. Railway), from whence 






















, the | beamtifally ~timbered pe and ornamental pleasure 


{| frounas; a cape’ 6 sos Tesiaesicn, ® knows | as 


ded by about stat eight acres of f rich 
ie, arable, and 
bstantial 


apa Ly fertil 


and overlooks the 


Gley 

of the Marquis of postion if I ree 

a ion_of whose es 
” vEhe nelghbourh vod affords 
excellent within easy 
reach of the Senter p West Wit Wilts (whose kennels 
are ebons Sone matey ), the Duke of Beaufort’s, 

and other packs of hounds 

P ‘8, with plans end conditions of sale, may 
be o sd adedee. Rawlence & Squarey, Lant 


and 22, Great G 


i corge - street, 


Pinniger, Solicitor, 
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